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Chapter I 
STATIMEMT OF PR0BLB4 
A* Limited and TAiev-enly Distributed Resoiiroes 
In Utah* as in the country generally* there has been a 
growing tendency to demand more governmental service es­
pecially during the last two decades* This has occurred at 
a time when economic growth and expansion in the state has 
tapered off* This has led to increased difficulty in find­
ing adequate revenues to support the expanded governmental 
programs# 
To complicate matters* most of Utah is very sparsely 
populated but with thirty percent of the state's popula­
tion located in the capital city* Also there is a great 
disparity in the productivity of the various sections of 
the state with a high degree of concentration of productive 
resources in a relatively small number of areas* 
Utah for some time has had a per capita income at or a 
little below the national average* In 19^  ^it was S9 per­
cent of the national average (Table 1)* Utah also occupies 
a median position for per capita ^ come among the eleven 
western states* 
s 
TabU I 
Coopariscm of Sduofttlon Sorido* L«v«lg uid Stods 
tap the United States and VleTen Sestera States 
X944 
Averace b^ eaditure AT. Ifo. 
Per Capita Bxpcod* Per 2 0 - 6 4  
Afwrage Inootae Psr Piq i^l yrs* of 
Per Peroent Pupil in Peromt Age for 
capita of A*0*A« of Da. Child 
BEation Z&eoae Sat'l 194S- llat*l 6 to 17 
and State 1941  ^ Averafse 1944 2 Afwaite 1940 3 
Vaited States n,iif 100 IU6 100 8.89 
luhington 1«4B8 188 14T 127 8*19 
Callfcraia 1,460 182 168 141 8*87 
Oregon X«296 116 188 U8 3«24 
Xmida 1,266 lit 148 128 S«S8 
Montana 1,106 99 1S6* 8*61 
Uteh 998 89 112 97 1*98 
lyoaing 992 89 180 129 2«80 
Idaho 987 88 87* S.26 
Colorado 960 86 108* 2.66 
Aritoaa 889 rt 108* 2>09 
Teir Undeo m 66 86* 1*76 
* Data for these stsetes are for 1941"48 
S^wey of Current Busiaeest Aug* 1948, p« 13 
U^»S« Office of Eduaati«»i Preliailnary ^ tatiatles of State Sshool 
Syetens, Sept* 1, 19i5 
D^srlTsd f)>oa data taken frasa "Statistical Abs^ et of the Q«8»«" 
194S« p* 26 
B« Services Demanded Great and Increasing 
At the same time Utah's expendltiire per pupil In 
average daily attendance was 97 percent of the national 
expenditure per child In average daily attendance in the 
elementary and secondary schools. Host of the western 
states ranged above Utah in expenditure for education per 
school child* This may be acooiznted for partially by the 
greater economy effected by a high degree of consolidation 
of the achool districts in Utah* but perhaps more by the 
differential of tax load borne by each tax payer In the 
various states resulting from differences In the number of 
adultB in the population of the states for each school 
child. According to the 19^ 0 censusf Utah had 1*93 adults 
between 20-6^  years of age for each child between 3 &nd I7 
years of age while the national average is 2*^ 9 and all 
other western states except New Mexico had more than 2«0* 
Oallfornia had 3*37 Hevada 3*3^ * addition Utah has 
a larger proportion of her adult population in college than 
any state in the nation (Table 2}« With such a large propor^  
tion of the population in school an inordinately heavy tax 
load falls upon the tax-paying portion of the population in 
an attonpt to provide anything like an adequate program of 
public services* 
\ 4. 
Table 2 
Comparatlre Data on Problems of Education 
IRelated to Population in the Bleren Western States 
1939-1940 Ayerage.^ 
Wo. 14-17 No. 
Yrs. of Age 18-21 
Per 10,000 Per" No. Attending Colleges Per Capita Ex­
U.S. Population 10,000 Per 10,000 Population penditure for Edu. 
and In Popula­ In Popula­
State tion U.S. tion I/ten Women Total 1937-1938 
U.S. Arg. 769 605 730 67 45 112 
Utah 857 767 778 151 86 237 25.67 
H. Mex. 830 412 765 61 32 93 21.26 
Idaho 825 633 737 79 47 126 23.83 
Ifont. 769 600 699 65 55 120 25.75 
Ari2. 748 425 739 73 47 120 26.03 
Colo. 742 516 703 92 62 154 23.35 
lifyo. 729 625 720 59 31 90 29.63 
UTash. 706 630 686 92 59 151 22.35 
Ore. 698 575 677 90 58 148 20.77 
Hey. 608 480 622 71 44 115 30.01 
Calif. 602 525 637 102 72 174 28.24 
C. E. Partch, Dean School of Education, Rutgers TiniTrersiiy. 
Facilities Needed for Higher Education, Published at the ttalTersi'ty 
at New Brunswick, N. Jersey, October 1948* 
5 
0. Inequities 
While these conditions pose a very difficult task of 
providing sufficient total revenue for the public services 
of the state, an aspect of the public revenue problem of 
coordinate importance is to provide this revenue with mini­
mum Inequities between the different areas of the state as 
well as between different industries, types of property, 
and taz-payers. 
This ideal is much more difficult of attainment on the 
state and local level than it is on the federal level since 
most of the types of taxes Imposed by state and local 
governments are less progressive In character than those 
levied by the federal government. (Tables J and 4), 
D. Property Tax Problems 
The property tax Is reserved for the state and local 
governments entirely. For the nation as a whole this tax 
represents approximately half of the tax-revenue for these 
units of government (Table 5) • 8*03? Utah the property tax 
represents about the same proportion of the total tax 
revenue as for the nation, ^ 3*9 percent and for the other ten 
western states the proportion of the revenue ranges from 
29.7 percent for Washington and 33.7 percent for Hew Mexico 
Table 8 
UNITED STATES FEDERAL 
1948 - 1946 
(Million Dollars) 
Other In-
RECEIPTS 
Tear 
Incoine Taxes 
Individual Corporation Total 
Percent 
of 
Total 
ternal Revenue 
Percent 
Amount of 
Total 
ether Receipts 
Percent 
Amount of 
Total 
Total Receipts 
Axount Percent 
194S 6457 S6S7 16094 68.8 4653 19.5 2 738 11.7 23885 100.0 
1944 18077 16578 34655 76,3 5291 11.7 5462 12.0 45408 100.0 
1945 1883S 16340 35173 73.7 6949 14.5 5617 11,8 47740 100.0 
o> 
Federal Reserve Bulletin August 1945, p« 811 
During reeent years an inoreasinp proportion of our Federal Government revenues have come from 
individual and corporate income taxes, (Table S)« This tax perhaps aore than any other is levied 
in aooordanoe with the abili^ to pay principle* 
In the fiscal years 1944 and 1945 approximtely three-fourths of total receipts oaae trosa this source. 
On the other hand only abcut 5 percent of state and local revenues come ftroa individual and corporate 
incone taxes« (Table 4)* 
Table 4 
Federal, State and Local Revenues 
Fiscal Year Ending 1941 ^ 
State and Local 
Source Million Dollars Percent 
Tax Revenue t 
Individual Income 235 2.3 
Inheritance, Estate & Gift 122 1.2 
Corporate Income 192 1.9 
Specific Business 698 6.6 
Sales, Motor Vehicle, 
Licenses Customs, and 
Misc. Excises 2,368 23.2 
Payroll 906 8.9 
Property 4,474 43.8 
Misc. Taxes 110 1.1 
Total Tax Revenue 9,105 89.2 
Non-Tax Revenue 1,109 10.8 
Total Reveniue from Own 
Sources 10,214 100,00 
Aid from Federal Gov*t. 840 
Reventie for Own Purposes 11,054 
Hansen, A.H. and Perloff, H.S. State and Local Finances in the 
Rational Economy. W. W. Tforton and Company, Inc. N.Y. 1944. P. 
Table 5 
Property Taxes as Proportion of Total Taxes For 
State and Local Governnent Units for the Nation atid 
Eleven ffestern States for 1942 
(In Thousands) 
Nation, State, and Total Taxes Property Taxes Percentage Distribution 
Local Units Dollars Dollars Total Taxes Property Taxes 
Contineutail U<S» 9,654,797 4,592,678 100.0 47.5 
States 4,974,765 270,939 100,0. 5.4 
Local Units 4,685,032 4,321,739 100.0 92.2 
Utah 40,617 19,877 100.0 48.9 
State .24,022 4,066 100.0 16.9 
Local 16,596 15,811 100.0 95.3 
Arizona 56,485 16,057 100.0 44.0 
State 26,574 6,749 100.0 25.4 
Local 9,911 9,308 100.0 93.9 
California 767,408 333,675 100.0 43.5 
State 436,137 14,858 100.0 3.4 
Local 331,271 218,817 100,0 96,2 
Colorado 83,388 42,946 100.0 51,5 
State 43,727 5,660 100,0 12,9 
Local 39,661 37,286 100.0 94,0 
Idaho 31,378 18,326 100.0 58.4 
State 15,135 2,383 100.0 15.7 
Local 16,243 15,943 100.0 98.2 
Montana 43,536 27,001 100.0 ' 62.0 
State 17,225 2,503 100.0 14.5 
Local 26,311 24,498 100.0 93.1 
Nevada 12,173 6,533 100.0 53.7 
State 6,058 1,388 aoo.o 22.9 
Local 6,115 5,145 100.0 84.1 
New Uexiao ?.7.190 inn.n T 

«oo,i.oY 
Looal 531,271 
Colorado 83,388 
State 43,727 
Looal 39,661 
Idaho 31,378 
State 15,135 
Looal 16,243 
Montana 43,536 
State 17,226 
Looal 26,311 
Nevada 12,173 
State 6,058 
Looal 6,115 
New Uexioo 27,190 
State 19,957 
Looal 7,253 
CregOQ 85,739 
State 45,464 
Looal 40,275 
Tfoshington 149,340 
State 105,891 
Local 43,449 
ll^ondng 17,000 
State 8,641 
Looal 8,359 
bureau of the Census» Government Finanoea 
Derived flronj table 6, p. 27. 
14,000 LOO.O 3.4 
218,817 100.0 96.2 
42,946 100.0 51.6 
5,660 100.0 12.9 
57,286 100.0 94.0 
18,326 100.0 58.4 
2,383 100.0 15.7 
15,943 100.0 98.2 
27,001 100.0 62.0 
2,503 100.0 14.5 
24,498 100.0 93.1 
6,533 100.0 53.7 
1,388 100.0 22.9 
5,145 100.0 84.1 
9,162 100.0 33.7 
2,485 100.0 12.5 
6,677 100.0 92.1 
38,891 100.0 45.4 
100.0 
38,891 100.0 96.6 
44,342 100.0 29.7 
4,618 100.0 4.4 
39,724 100.0 91.4 
8,353 100.0 49.1 
514 100.0 5.9 
7,839 100.0 93.8 
the United States, 1942. 
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to 62 peroent for Montana. The property tax 1B muoh more 
important in the fiscal program of the looal units---oounties, 
school dietriots and towns—than it is for state purposes. 
For the nation, only percent of tax revenues for state 
purposes came from the property tax while 92.2 percent of 
the tax revenue for the looal units came from tangible 
property (Figure 1), For Utah l6,9 percent of the tax 
revenues on the state level came from the property tajt while 
93*3 percent of the tax revenue for the local units came 
from this tax. For the other ten western states, the pro­
portion of tax revenue for state purposes which came from 
property ranged from none in Arizona and 3.^  in Oalifornia 
to 22.9 percent in ITevada. For local governments the 
property tax constituted more than ninety percent for the 
other western states except Nevada where it represented 
From these figures it is evident that the fiscal 
program for local governmente is still geared to the property 
tax. 
Since there is little relationship between the income 
from property and the tax load, during depressions, prop­
erty tax delinquencies and forced sales are oonunon. 
Those property owners who are able to pay their property 
taxes must do so but of savings instead of current income. 
The saving virtue of such a tax is the stability which it 
 ^"«<• 
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FIGURE I Property Ta* as Percent of Total Tax Load of State and Local Units of US. and Western States—1942 
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glv«l to the revenueB of local government unite. 
Hot only do Inequltiee exist between property taxes and 
those taxes related to incomes but inequities exist within 
the property tax system itself. These Inequities result from 
various causes among which are: 
1. Differenoes in size and productivity of taxing units 
The great disparity in assessed valuation of property 
within the counties of this state Is shown in Table 6. It 
will be noted that approximately half of the assessed value 
of the state lies in Salt Lake County. It happens that, on 
a county basis, there is a high positive correlation between 
assessed value and population and other factors which deter­
mine the need for funds which tends to offset the negative 
correlation between assessed value and certain administrative 
costs incident to the conduct of a program in each govern­
mental unit. 
2. Differences in assesment practlcep between the various 
counties. 
In 19^ 3 a study made by the State Tax Oommlsslon of Utah 
of the percentage that assessed value represented of market 
value indicated a wide difference, ranging from approximately 
thirty percent to fifty-three percent (Table 7). Some of 
this difference Is no doubt due to competitive undervaluation. 
While this disparity does not produce inequities in that 
Tablft 6 
ASSESSED YALUE OP PROPERTY IN THE STAPH FOH 1944^ 
Aggregate 
Assessed 
By County 
County Assessor 
Beav«r $ 2,750,259 
Box Elder 15,531,756 
Cache 19,531,509 
Carbon 6,864,844 
Daggett 360,773 
Davis 11,873,442 
Duchesne 3,332,224 
Emery 2,392,497 
Garfield 1,812,808 
Or and 1,297,812 
Iron 4,586,869 
Jmb 3,514,975 
Kane 1,475,707 
Millard 5,295,244 
Morgan 2,041,184 
Piute 1,186,352 
Rich 2,387,590 
Salt Lake 164,888,845 
San Juan 1,714,625 
Sanpete 7,661,355 
Sevier 6,676,066 
Summit 4,286,012 
Tooele 6,876,268 
Uintah 4,028,020 
Uttfi 55,246,601 
HKeisatoh 3,102,588 
WkshingtoB 3,439,070 
Wayne 931,S05 
UTeber 40^615,334 
TOTALS $385,469,654 
Property 
Assessed By 
State Tax 
Commission 
I 2,959 «076 
17,401,795 
4,963,450 
15,877,614 
220,019 
6,488,840 
346,415 
3,984,230 
250,587 
2,960,359 
6,411,647 
4,708,486 
112,821 
5,418,110 
3,601,002 
346,066 
138,482 
159,954,043 
172,455 
2,302,503 
1,668,644 
9,786,562 
11,464,584 
1,223,341 
16,866,461 
3,428,855 
731,476 
7,155 
15^256,314 
1298,050,371 
Total 
Aaaossod Yalue 
of All Property 
In The State 
$ 5,709,334 
32,933,551 
24,294,939 
22,741,956 
570,792 
18,362,282 
3,677,639 
6,376,727 
2,063,595 
4,258,171 
9,998,516 
8,223,461 
1,588,528 
10,713,354 
5,642,186 
1,532,418 
2,526,072 
324,820,888 
1,887,080 
9,963,858 
8,344,710 
14,072,574 
18,340,852 
5,251,361 
72,113,062 
6,531,443 
4,170,546 
938,660 
55,871.648 
1683,520,005 
%tah State Tax Comialesiond Seventh Biennial Rep<a*t, p» 90, 1943-
13* 
Tabla 7 
Assessments as Paroent of Ifarkqt Value - 194S 
Assessment ratio of 58*5 and 44*5 reported as good* 
PARU ORAZING URBAN ALL 
Actual Cert* Actual Cert* Actual Cart. Actual Cert. 
Bo* Elder 44.2 44.1 60.6 48.0 36.3 34.9 40.0 39.6 
Cache 43.0 41.4 77.0 77.0 39.1 38.9 40.6 40.1 
Carbon 48*9 46*9 59.9 59.9 41.6 41.4 44.4 44.4 
Davis 36*1 36*0 34.3 32.9 35.5 35.0 
Emery 52.0 51*0 58*5 59.8 53.5 53.0 
Irm 41.9 41,8 68*9 70.7 43*3 42*8 48.9 48*7 
Salt Lake 37.8 38.2 
(excluding business properly) 
35.8 36.7 36.0 36*8 
Salt Lake 
(including business property) 
72.4 72.9 49.0 
Weber 40.7 80.4 
(excluding Cgden business proper -ty) 
34.3 35.4 34.8 36.5 
Weber 
(incSiding Ogden business property) 
64.4 67.9 47.0 
Utah 28.4 27*5 77.2 77.2 31.4 30.9 31.4 30.9 
State 
KNTIHE 1 
40.6 
5m?lE 
51.1 46*6 46.0 49.8 
Sample made from 22 of 29 counties* 
Source I Unpublished report of Utah State Tax Coaimission, 1943* 
iK 
portion of the tax lerled by the oounty and other looal 
unite beoause of a oofflpensatlng relationship between 
asBeaaments and levies on this level* It does result in 
Inequities In that portion of the property tax burden Im­
posed by the state since a uniform rate applies to all 
property of the et»te for st^ te purposes* and this state 
levy will be of Increased Importanoe In the immediate 
future beoause of the new sohool financing program de&orlbed 
in chapter 3* 
3* Inequities in the aeeesament of different classes of 
property within the state. 
From the data presented in Table 6 it is evident that 
there has been a marked difference in the trend in assess­
ments of the various types of property in Utah during the 
past thirty years* 
While part of this difference can be accounted for by 
changes in the physical volume of property* most of the 
change seems to have resulted from other causes* Two of 
the categories assessed by the cotuty assessors; Tiz*» 
real estate and personal property declined In value with 
incomes during the depression of the thirties and never re­
turned to their former level following the depression* 
Apparently it is more popular to reduce than to increase 
assessments* 
Inprovoaents have shown an increase in value* except 
15. 
Table 8 
Property Assessments In Utah 
Percentage of 1916^ 
Total 
Year Utilities 
Mining 
CoQ^anies 
Improve­
ments 
Total Real 
Estate 
Pers onal 
Property 
Grand 
Total 
1916 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
1918 111.43 154.21 109.75 105.60 157.14 121.10 
1920 104.43 265.63 118.07 128.07 153.07 134.77 
1922 104.76 208.40 121.13 116.28 112.67 119.47 
1924 105.97 342.55 127.73 109.13 108.62 125.10 
1926 127.26 350.81 137.43 106.66 112.07 131.23 
1928 132.30 330.41 145.16 103.82 88.90 126.59 
19S0 139.25 450.17 147.51 100.14 84.62 132.85 
1982 147.34 127.41 144.92 92.55 63.34 108.52 
1953 137.27 113.42 137.33 80.98 53.62 98.24 
1934 134.63 132.95 131.26 76.53 54.19 96.23 
1936 135.75 153.95 131.17 75.51 54.26 97.26 
1936 136.99 197.40 120.72 74.22 58.05 98.28 
1937 138.66 280.10 120.77 66.76 61.51 101.33 
1938 142.72 347.48 123.50 64.15 69.33 107.14 
1939 140.04 175.96 127.77 61.77 66.91 96.59 
1940 140.02 273.36 131.80 61.25 60.24 101.09 
1941 139.31 346.66 136.76 60.78 64.99 106.86 
1942 143.16 396.60 142.17 60.91 74.25 113.42 
1943 146.90 421.60 148.44 61.28 78.53 117.75 
1944 153.60 487.42 173.11 62.10 82.27 128.49 
1945 153.60 426.30 173.11 70.05 82.27 126.43 
^DeriTed ftrcm Utah State Tax Conmission Biennial Reports 1943*'1944 and 
1945-1946. 
l6. 
for the depression years, which probably reflects a consider* 
able increase in the physical properties. Utilities have 
steadily increased for the same reason, while mining com­
panies show a marked tendency to fluctuate widely with earn­
ings, which is to be expected since the major portion of 
their assessment is based upon incomes i.e., twice their net 
proceeds. 
The important aspect of this picture is the inequity 
resulting from the difference in the direction and amount 
of fluctuation in the different types of property in the 
state. 
Inequities in the asseeanent of properties within the 
same county and community. 
The study of the State Tax Commission referred to above 
showed (l^ble 6 and Figure lA) that farm land, grazing land, a 
€uid urban real estate were all assessed at different ratios 
of their market value. For instance, in one county farm land 
\ 
was assessed at ^3 percent, grazing land at 77 percent and 
urban land at 39 percent of market value. In another county 
the percentages were: k2, 69 and ^ 3, respectively. 
5. Lack of coordination between the assessment officers 
and the tax-levying bodies within the state. 
The following let>ter from the State Tax Oommission ad­
dressed to the Legislative Tax Study Oommittee under whose 
17. 
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FIGURE la. Assessed Value of Utah Counties, 1944. (MTLLIONS OF DOLLARS) 
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Table 9 
IHDBXB8 OP ASSBSSMBMTS AHD MARKET VALUE OF PROPERTY IH UTAH 19S0 - 1945 
1950 = 100 
Year Utilitiea Mines Land 
Personal 
Property 
Im­
prove­
ments 
Total^ 
Property 
2 
Market 
Value 
Urban 
3 
Market 
Value 
Rural 
Average Ibr 
Value 
Rural k Urb 
1930 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
1935 98 34 76 64 89 73 69 64 67 
1940 101 61 61 71 89 76 84 54 - 69 
1945 111 95 70 97 117 95 144 83 114 
^Derlred ft*oa figures in Table 8. 
^tah Heal Estate Board. Unpublished Report, 1946* 
3 
Bureau of the Census 1940* Sixteenth United States Census of Agriculture, Vol* 1, 
part 6, p. 440* 
A 
Simple arith. mean of urban and rural columns as the assessed value was distributed 
approc* evenly between the two olasses of property* 
A study of the aasesflmeiit value trends shows that they follow qui1 
olosely trends In marlcet value. Table 9* As would be expected, asseset 
value of land follows marlcet value of rural property as land is of prls 
Importance in rural property; aaeessment of improvements tend to follow 
marlcet value of urban property ae improvements predominate in urban va] 
Market values fluctuate more widely both upward and downward than do 
assessed values. 
Total assessed value, while following the general trend of total 
marlcet values, reflects the stability of utility values. 
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Table 9 
IDBXES OP ASSESSMENTS AND MARKET VALUE OP PROPERTY IN UTAH 19S0 - 1945 
1930 = 100 
Lities Mines Land 
Personal 
Property 
In-
provts-
ments 
Total^ 
Property 
2 
Market 
Value 
Urban 
S 
Market 
Value 
Rural 
4 
Average Market 
Value 
Rural k Urban 
:00 100 100 100 100 . 100 100 100 100 
98 34 76 64 89 73 69 64 67 
.01 61 61 71 89 76 84 54 69 
.11 95 70 97. 117 95 144 83 114 
"Torn figures in Table 8. 
, Estate Board. Unpublished Report, 1946. 
' the Census 19^> Sixteenth United States Census of Agriculture, Vol* 1, 
. 440. 
ith. mean of urban and rural eolumns as the assessed Talue vras distributed 
venly between the two classes of property. 
tudy of the aaeessment value trends shows that they follow quite 
trends in market value. Table 9.. As would be expected, assessed 
land follows market value of rural property as land is of primary 
ee in rural property; assessment of improvements tend to follow 
sdue of urban property as improvements predominate in urban values, 
ilues fluctuate more widely both upward and downward than do 
values. 
%1 assessed value, while following the general trend of total 
aiues, reflects the stability of utility values. 

19. 
auBpioee and at whose direct ion this study is being made* 
presents thi;i problem and indicates the soope and purpose 
of this study* 
S£ P T  E M B E R  
7 
1 9 5 
Legislative Tax study (Committee 
B u i l d i n g  
Gentian en: 
We propose that a comprehensive plan for the 
administration of the property tax be developed 
through the cooperation of the Legislature on 
the one hand and the State Tax Ooausission and 
other assessing bodies on the other; such plan 
to give full consideration to the authority of 
the legislature to fix or limit levies for state* 
county* school district# city and town purposes* 
and to the authority of the State Tax Commission* 
County Assessors and County Boards of Equalization 
to determine values fcr property tax purposes* 
We submit that before a sound administration cf 
the property tax can be fully developed* it will 
be necessary to bring about full coordination of 
the activities of the Legislattire in the field of 
tax levies and the activities of the State Tax 
Commission and other assessing bodies in the field 
of valuation* It is our considered opinion that 
a crisis will soon be r^sached in the realm of the 
I)roperty tax unless action is now taken* 
We think that the property owners who will be 
called upon to pay property taxes and the various 
units of government which rely upon the property 
tax for the support of government are entitled to 
a clear statement of policy* We think the develop-
i&ent of Buoh a policy now may readily be undertaken 
to avoid difficulties which arose in the field of 
property taxation diiring the last period of in­
flation and which are already facing us* 
As a first step to carry out the proposal which 
we have mentioned above* we suggest that the 
20. 
Legislative Tax study Committee and the State 
Tax Commission formulate a tentative plan which 
would require on the part of the legislative 
committee an exhaustive study of the tax levy 
problem for various state and local purposes* 
and on the part of the tax commission an equally 
exhaustive study of the tax valuation problem. 
The result of these studies should form the 
foundation for a comprehensive attack on the 
property tax prohlem. ffe think that the study 
of the tax levy problem ahould include* among 
other things: 
(1) An analysis of the adequacy of each of 
the levies now in effect for state and local 
pisrposes to produce the revenue which is now 
needed; 
(2) An analysis of the needs of the various 
units of government during the next biennium for 
the purpose of determining whether the levies 
no? in effect mill produce the revenue to meet 
these needs; and 
(3) An analysis of other possible sources 
of revenue as a means of caring for additional 
costs of local government without adding to the 
property tax* 
l^ e sxjggest that the valuation study to be 
conducted by the Tax Oommission be taken into 
every county of the state* and that it have a 
two-fold purpose; 
(1) To determine the average percentage of 
present market value at which each class of 
property is now assessed; and 
(2) To determine the extent of inequality 
of assessment within each olass of property* 
If these studies are carefully made* and if 
a workable plan of cooperation is developed* 
it will be possible to bring together the two 
fundamental elements which enter into the deter­
mination of the property tax* We submit that 
without this information* and in the absence of 
a plan of cooperation* the property tax will 
continue on an erratic course* property owners 
and taxing units alike will suffer. We think 
21 
that oxLoe the fcuste regarding levies and values 
are firmly established, they will largely dictate 
a sound plan of action. 
In oonclusion, we recotamend that the law be 
amended regarding the valuation of property for 
tax purposes so as to perailt property to be 
assessed upon the basis of a ^ reasonable normal 
value." 
Re spec tful1y cubmi11ed 
STATE TAX 00MMISSI09 
Chairman 
CoasmisBloner 
Oommlssioner 
REHrmp OomHilesloner 
Pursuant to this reoomnendation the Tax Study Oomalttee 
agreed to study the levy problem while the state Tax Oom-
mlesion was to study the assessment phase. The results of 
the two studies will serve as a basis for the formulation 
of reoommendations for a coordinated property tax program. 
22. 
Ohapter IZ 
TREHDS IN PROPERTY TAX LSV1S8 IK tJTAH 
Taxes are a function of assessed value of property 
and the levy or rate of tax* The interrelationship of 
these two factors will be treated in a later chapter. In 
this chapter data are presented to show the trend of 
levies made on the state and various local levels of 
gpvBrnment* 
A. State Levies 
1. Legal limitations on state property tax levies* 
The constitution of the State of Utah as originally 
adopted specified the following levy limitations:^  
As long as the total assessed valuation of tangible 
property is less than |200#000*000 the maximum levy should 
be eight mills. 
For a total assessed valuation between $200»000*000 
and $j$00»000»000 the maximum was set at five mills. 
When the assessed valuation of the state amounted to 
U^tah State Oonstitution# Article Xlllf Section 
23 
$300,000,000 the auuElmum levy was to be reduced to four 
mills. 
In IS96 the state legislature provided for a state 
levy of three mills for district schools. This presumably 
was a partial allooatlon of the ooastltutlonal maximum of 
eight mills.2 
The legislature of 1910 provided a high school levy of 
five mills.3 
In November of 1910 Article XZII, Section 7 of the 
constitution was amended to provide: 
State total levy iras not to exceed eight mills allo<-
oated as follows: 
a. State levy for general ftind was not to exceed 
mills. 
b. State levy for district school was not to exceed 
3.0 mills. 
0. State levy for high schools must not exceed 0.5 
mills. 
The legislature reduced the state maximum levy for 
district school purposes to 2.S mllls.^  
P 
Utah Session Laws IS96, revised In 1(S9^ , p. ^ 1* 
U^tah Session Iaws 1910, chap. 29, p. 
k 
Utah Seecion Laws 1915» P» 197* 
2k. 
In November« 1930* Article XIII« Section 7 of the State 
Constitution was again amended to provide: 
a. A liiplt for the general fund of 2»k- mlllse 
b* A limit for high schools of 0*2 mills* 
0* The levy for district school purposes was to be 
sufficient to raise a fund* which when added to 
any other money allocated to the district school 
fund* will amoimt to $2^  for each person of 
district school age* 
d* An additional levy should be made which would 
provide $3 equalization purposes for each 
child of district school age* 
The above provisions are in force at the present time* 
2» Actual levies for state pxtrposea 
The total levy upon all tangible property in Utah for 
state purposes iss in 19^ 3* about what it was thirty years 
ago—-four mills* However« from I9I6 it steadily rose froai 
4*^  mills to a high of 10*0 mills in 193^ t (Table 10)* 
All of the increase in state levies was for school purx)oses 
which increased from 2*4 mills in I9I6 to 7*7 ibIUs 
193^ * Revenue raised for school purposes by the state 
property tax levy is all distributed among the local 
school districts* Since 19^ kt the individual income and 
corporation franchise tax revenues replaced revenue 
25 
Table 10 
PROPERTY TAX IJ5VIES MADE BY THE STATE OF UTAH, 
milla^ 
Lgvies on all Tangible Property 
School All All range 
Qonoral School Fund State High Equaliza­ sheep 4 horses ft All 
Year Fund State Dlst* Sch. Fund tion Fund Total floats cattle sheep t 
1916 2.00 2.20 0.20 4.40 
1917 2.40 2.40 0.20 5.00 5.00 4.00 
1918 2.10 2.40 0.20 4.70 5.00 4.00 
1919 2.40 2.40 0.20 5.00 5.00 4.00 
1920 2.40 2.40 0.20 5.00 5.00 4.00 
-
1921 2.20 4.50 0.20 6.90 1.50 1.00 
1922 2.40 4.50 0.20 7.10 1.50 1.00 
1923 2*40 4.80 0.20 7.40 1.50 1,00 
1924 2.40 4.70 0.20 7.30 1.50 1.00 
1925 2.40 4.80 0.20 7.40 5,00 2.00 
1926 2.40 4.80 0.20 7.40 .5.00 . 2.00 
1927 2.40 4.70 0.20 7.30 5.00 2.00 
1928 2.40 4.70 0.20 7.30 5.00 2.00 
1929 2.40 4.60 0.20 7.20 5.00 2.00 
1930 2.40 4.70 0.20 7.30 5.00 2.00 
1931 2.40 5.60 0.20 8.20 5.00 2.00 
1932 2*30 5.70 0.20 0.26 8.46 5.00 2.00 
1933 2.30 6.54 0.20 0.56 9.60 5.00 2.00 
1934 2.30 6.62 0.20 0.88 10.00 5.00 2.00 
1935 2.20 5.96 0.20 1.14 9.50 5.00 2.00 
1936 0.00 4.40 0.20 1.40 6.00 5.00 2.00 
1937 0.00 4.08 0.20 1.35 5.63 5.00 2.00 
1938 0.00 4.05 0.20 1.25 5.50 5.00 2.00 
1939 1.45 4.90 0.20 1.35 7.90 5.00 2.00 
1940 0.90 4.70 0.20 1.3'5 7.15 5.00 2.00 
1941 0.70 4.50 0.20 1.30 6.70 5.00 2.00 
1942 0.00 3.30 0.20 1.20 4.70 5.00 2.00 
1943 0.00 1.80 0,20 1.10 3.10 5.00 2.00 25.00 
1944 0.00 1.65 0.20 1.05 2.90 5.00 2.00 25.00 
1945 1.10 1.50 0.20 1.20 4.00 5.00 2.00 25.00 
•These levies were made for bangs and tuberculosis. Records of Utah State Ti 
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Table 10 
t LEVIES MADE BY THE STATE OF UTAH, 1916 - 1945 
mills 
Special Levies on Seleoted Types of Livestock 
Total 
Predatory Animal A Bangs Control 
All All range 
sheep St horses & All All 
goats cattle sheep turkeys 
Tuberculosis 
Contr ol 
All All 
domestic range 
cattle cattle 
All 
horses 
& mules 
Inspection 
All 
cattle 
All 
sheep A 
goats 
4.40 
5.00 5.00 4.00 
4.70 5.00 4.00 * 
5.00 5.00 4.00 
5.00 5.00 4.00 
6.90 1.50 1.00 1.00 
7.10 1.50 1.00 1.00 
7.40 1.50 1.00 4.00 
7. SO 1.60 1.00 4.00 
7.40 5,00 2.00 3.00 
7.40 5.00 2.00 3.00 
7.30 5.00 2.00 3.00 
7.30 5.00 2.00 3.00 
7.20 5.00 2.00 3.00 
7.30 5.00 2.00 3.00 
8.20 5.00 2.00 3.00 
8.46 5.00 2.00 3.00 
9.60 5.00 2.00 3.00 
10.00 5.00 2.00 3.00 
9.50 5.00 2.00 3.00 
6.00 5.00 2.00 3.00 
5.63 5.00 2.00 3.00 
5.50 5.00 2.00 3.00 
7.90 5.00 2.00 3.00» 1.50» 3.00 3.00 0.50 
7.15 5.00 2.00 3.00# 1.50» • 3.00 3.00 0.50 
6.70 5.00 2.00 3.00» 1.50'» 3.00 3.00 0.50 
4.70 5.00 2.00 3.00» 1.50* 3.00 3.00 0.50 
3.10 5.00 2.00 25.00 10.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 3.00 0.60 
2.90 5.00 2.00 25.00 10.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 3.00 0.50 
4.00 5.00 2.00 25.00 10.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 3.00 0.50 
^Records of Utah State Tax Ccmunission and "Session Laws" of Utah. 
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originally coming from the property tax* as proTlded by the 
state constitutional provision)^  which resulted in a reduc­
tion of the property tax levy on the state level* In fact* 
the rate decreased from 10*0 fflllls in 193^  ^to *^0 mills in 
Since 1935# si* of "the ten years have had no state 
levy for general purposes. The revenue for the general 
ftmd vas raised entirely from other sources* More will be 
said concerning state levies in a subsequent chapter* 
In addition to these levies which apply to all tan­
gible property# there have been levies for a variety of 
purposes imposed on special categories of livestock* The 
tendency has been to increase both the rates and the pur­
poses for which these special levies are made# In contrast 
to the declining rate applying to all property for state 
purposes* 
B» Oounty Levies 
1. Legal limitations 
The constitution of Utah at the time of its adoption 
empowered the state legislature to regulate levies on tan­
gible property for county purposes* Pursuant to this 
provision a maximum levy of five mills was established by 
5utah Constitution, Art. XIII, Sec. 3 
27. 
tho legislature in for all oounty purposes* 
In 1907 a peralssive levy ot one mill was provided for 
the oare* malntenanoe and relief of the indigent SLnd sick* 
Wtien this levy was first provided no dietInotion was made 
between oountiesf (Table 11}• However# in 191^ « this levy 
was vetrled aooordlng to the assessed value of the oountlesi 
ranging from 0*7 niHs in the poorer counties to 0*3 mills 
for those with assessed valuation in exoess of ^ 12*000*000* 
This slightly reduoed the total maximum levy whioh counties 
night make during the two-year period* 191^ 1917 compared 
with the period I907 to Totals ranged from 3*7 mills 
in the poorer oounties to 3*3 in the rioher ones* 
For the period I9I7 to I919 the maxima were approxL-
mately doubled by adding a permissive levy of 6 2/3 mills 
for exhibits and one mill for hospitals for the needy* 
However* the maximum levy for general oounty purposes was 
reduced about balf and was vepried for the first time 
according to the valuation of the counties* 
During the eight-year period from I919 to 19^7 Per­
alssive levies of six mills for roads and one mill for 
libraries were established for each oounty regardless of 
size* All of the levies provided for the preoeding period 
were retained. This increased the maximum levies for the 
poorer counties to 1S»9 mills and 17*0 for the rioher ones* 
In addition* speoial levies on llYestook were permitted for 
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Tabl* 11 
HAXIUOM PEHMlSSm PROPERT? TAX LRVIBS TOS. COUWY PTOP0SB8 
Period aaad Purpoaea 
Ataeesed ^luatlon Per County 
—!:;;;;—fc,066.666 
thAA to thu 
12.000,000 17.060,000 112,060.000 118,000.006 
1898 to I907r 
For all purposes 
mills 
e.o 
ad lis 
S.O 
odlle 
5.0 
ndlls 
5.0 
1967 to 19151® 
For general purpoees 
Cere of Indigent 
TOTAL LEOAL L1SVT 
6.0 
1*0 
6.0 
6.0 
1.0 
6«0 
e.o 
1.0 
6.0 
6.0 
1.0 
6.0 
1915 to 1917« 
For general purposes 
Care of indigent^ 
&.0 
0.7 
5.0 
0.5 
6.0 
0.4 
6.6 
o.s 
TOTAL LtOAL LW 5.7 5.S 5.4 5.8 
1917 to 19191 
For general purpMea'^ 8.5 
Care of indigent^ 0.7 
Bospltala* etc. (Tax poor) 1.0 
SAlbita® 6.7 
TOTAL LEGAL im® 11.9 
1919 to 1927t 
(Jeaeral Purposea. eare of 
indigent, hospitals. 
exhibits 11.9 
Libraries^® 1.0 
State Roule 8.0 
Coimtjr Heads 3.0 
TOTAL LSGAL LETT^^ 18.9 
5.6 2.0 1.8 
0.5 0.4 0.5 
1.0 1.0 1.0 
6.7 6.7 6.7 
10.7 10.1 10.0 
10.7 10.1 10.0 
1«0 1«0 1.0 
3.0 3.0 5«0 
8.0 8.0 8.0 
17.7 17.1 17.0 
Footnotes on following page 
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Table 11 - eont* 
A8«e««ad Valuation Per County 
" Less 92 #000,000 |7,000,000 Store 
than to to than 
Period and Purposes l2.000.000 97.000«000 $12,000«000 Il2.000.000 
1927 to 1929 I 
General Purposes. Csre of 
Indigent. Hospitals. 
Libraries. Roads seme as 
1919 to 1927 
Memorials^® 
Exhibits " 
TOTAL LEGAL LEVT^^ 
Footnotes t 
^Prior to 1915 all counties were in the same category* The first olassi** 
fleak ion was made in 1915* They were unolassifi^ in 1929 and again in 
1943. 
%tah Session Laws 1898, ohap* 5 
%tah Session Laws 1907. chap. 5 
%tah Session Laws 1915. p* 192 
%tah Session Laws 1917. sec. 5993 
^erised Statutes of Utah 1917. see* 518 . 634. So limit placed on levy 
for debt service and Judgments* However, a liaiit of two percent of 
proper-ty value was provided for state bonded debt* 
^ntah C. L* 1917. sec. 1400 x 46 
%tah Session Laws 1917. sec* 1401 
^In addition, a five mill levy cm all sheep and goats and a four ndll levy 
on all range horses and oattle for predatory animal and rodent control* 
Utah Session Laws 1917. p* 193 
Session Laws 1919. chap* 72. p» 245 
^in addition there was a levy of five mills on all sheep and goats and foiar 
mills on all range horses and cattle from 1919 to 1925 for predatory 
animal and rodent control* The rate on horses and cattle was changed to 
two mills in 1925* In 1923. a levy of three mills was placed on all 
domestic cattle for tuberculosis and bangs ccntrol* Also in 1923. a 
provision for play grounds was made wi-thout levy limitation* 
mills mills mills mills 
80. 
Table 11 - ccmt. 
Assessed Valuation Per County 
Less $1 mill. U mill. 17 mill. More 
than to to to than 
Period and Purposes n mill. ^ mill. $7 mill. $12 mill. 1^2 inill* 
UILLS H1II.S HILLS HILLS MILLS 
1929 to 19S3I 
For general purp.^^ 4.5 3.5 2*5 2.0 1.8 
Care of indigent 1*0 0.7 0.5 0.4 0.6 
Hospitals 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Exhibits 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
State Roads 3*0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 
County Roads 3.0 3.0 3.0 S.O 3.0 
Memorials 1.0 1.0 1*0 1.0 1.0 
Libraries 1.0 1.0 1*0 1.0 1.0 
TOTAL LTOAL LSTY 14.7 13.4 12.2 11.6 11.5 
193S to 19371 
All levy llsaita vrero the 
same as for liie preced­
ing period except for 
roads v^iclv were reduced 
to three mills* 11»7 
ICTAL LBSAL liEVY 11.7 
1937 to 1941 
General pvarposea# 
hospital84 exhibits,^® 
memorials, libraries 
remained the sane 
Care of indigent 
Roads 
Public Welfare 
Colo* Hirer Project'"'' 
TOTAL LEGAL LBVT^® 
1941 to 19431 
Levies of preceding 
period & pub* welfare 
remained the same^® 16*7 
Noxious weed control 1*0 
9.2 
9.2 
14.7 
1.0 
8.5 
8.5 
7.7 6.7 5.7 E.2 5.0 
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
16.7 15.7 14.7 14.2 14.0 
14.0 
1.0 
TOTAL LEGAL IKVIY 17.7 16.7 15.7 15.2 15.0 
31. 
Table 11 - ootit. 
A>iesBed Valuation Per County 
Less $2 mill» 94 mill* $7 mill. More 
than to to to than 
Period and Purpoaea |2 alll. H mill> |7 ralll» #12 mill. $12 mill. 
OT3 UZLLS snis iSliS MILLS 
1943 to 19451 
All leTies reniAlned 
th© Bsme as fcr 
preceding period^® 17.7 16*7 15.7 15.2 15.0 
11 18 
TOTAL LEGAL LETTIES 17.7 16.7 16.7 15.2 15.0 
1945 to datet 
General purpoaes^^ 6.0 
Care of indigent 1.0 
Hoepitals 1.0 
BxhiUtaZZ 0.5 
Road«2' 5.0 
Public Welfare 5.0 
Umoriala 1.0 
Librariea 1.0 
Colo. River Project 1.0 
Hoxlous SITeeda 1.0 
Public Works Res.^^ 2.0 
TOTAL USGAL LEVY 24.5 
5.0 4.0 3.5 2.5 
0.7 0.5 0.4 0.5 
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 
5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
2.0 1.5 1.5 1.0 
2S.2 21.5 20.9 19.5 
• Footnotes on following page. 
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Table 11 - oont. 
Footnotes t 
^^tah Session Laws 1927« p* 13 (R.S* 19S3, 19~5~79) For oounties ha-ring 
assessed -valuations of more thu |50 million the levy shall not 
produoe more than $25,000* 
13 
Utah Session Laws 1927, p» 48* 
^^tah Session Laws 1929, ohap. 69, p» 92* 
^®Utah Session Laws 1937, chap. 88, seo« 15. Counties are au"tJiorized to 
make a levy sufficient to raise fifteen percent of needs to oare for 
blind, old*«ge pensions aod dependent mothers* 
(b) Utah Session Laws 1939, 76a - 1 - 16 without mill limit, 
^^tah Session Laws 1937, chap. 103* 
"^^ Utah Session Laws 1939, ohap. 100. 
%^ta:h Session Laws 1939, ohap. 7, see. 58 provide for an inspection tax 
on horses and mules of five igill;^ all caHle three mills and sheep and 
goats 0.5 rdlls. Utah Session Laws 1939, 3-6^27 provides a levy for 
tuberculosis and bangs disease control of three mills on all domestic 
cattle and 1»5 mills on all range oattle* 
19 Utah Session Laws 1941, 3-3-31, Salt Lake County has a levy limitation 
of 0*5» 
^^The only change from 1941 is a change in the classification of counties. 
^^tah Session Laws 1945, chi^* 109. Counties having an assessed valuation 
in excess of $100,000,000 may not levy more than 1.8 mills for goteral 
purposes atnd one mill for care of the indigent. 
2%tah Session Laws 1945, chap. 107 provides for a naxiiiMm levy tar 
oounties with an assessed valuation above $45,000,000 which will not 
prodnee more than $30,000 annually for exhibits. 
^®lJtah Seasion Laws 1946* chap. 109 provides for a iraximum levy of three 
mills to retire indebtedness to the State Hoad Cotnnission by the counties. 
24 
Utah Session Laws 1945, chap* 113 provides a little change in the classi-
fioa-tiLott of counties for purposes of creating building reserve fund. 
(Counties with assessed v&luation of |15,000,000 to $12,000,000 could 
levy 1.5 mills and those with value above $50,000,000 were limited to 
3/4 mill). The levy for predatory animals on sheep was increased to 25 
adlls and on turkeys to 10 mills. 
26 
In 1937, oounties were permitted to levy taxes tcr airports, no 
limitations being fixed. A ruling of the Attorney General shows 
statutes enacted prior to 1933 imply power to levy taxes. 
33. 
control of dissaee and predatory animals* 
In the two-year period from I927 to I929 the levy which 
might be made for exhibits was reduced from 6*7 mills to 0*2 
mills but one mill was added for memorials* This reduced 
the permissive levies about one-third* 
In 19^ 9 a change was made in the classification of the 
counties for purposes of taxation (Table 11}* This re­
sulted in an increase in the permissive levy for general 
purposes of one mill and an increased levy for the care of 
the Indigent by 0*3 mills for counties with eox assessed 
valuation of less than one million dollars* Counties with 
an assessed valuation ranging between one and two millions 
remained unchanged* Oounties with assessed valuations 
between two and four million had their permissive levies 
reduced by 1*2 mills* All other permissive county levies 
remained unchanged* 
Vox the period 1933 to 1937 the permissive road levy 
was reduced from six mills to three mills* This reduced 
the total maximum levy three mills for all counties* 
During the period the permissive road 
levies were reduced one mill and one mill was added for the 
Colorado River Project for each county* The levies for care 
of the Indigent were raised a fraction of a mill for all 
oounties with a valuation in excess of $1 million* Hencei 
the total levy for the oounties below $1 million remained 
the aame as for the preceding period* wblle the leTies for 
the other counties were raised from 0«3 mills to 0*6 Bills* 
An opinion handed down by the state Attorney General on 
September If, 193p liberalized the application of soae of 
the statutes* stating the **empowering** of a county to raise 
funds fox a given purpose isipliee the right to levy taxes 
for suoh purposes although no explicit provision therefor 
may have been made* 
For the period 194-1-l9i{-3 all levies remained the same 
as for the period 1937" 194-1» except for the addition of 
one mill for each ooixnty for control of noxious weeds* Any 
county whose valuation exceeds $30 million was limited to 
0*3 mills for weed control* This placed the maximum levy 
at 12.7 mills for the poorest counties and 9*3 nlHe for 
the richest counties* 
In 194>3 the counties were reclassified again* back to 
categories prevailing prior to 1929 except that the class 
from $2 million to $7 million was divided into two cate­
gories* All levies remained the same as for the preceding 
per led* 
The 1943 legislature left the permissive levies for 
hospitals* care of the indigent9 memorials* libraxiest the 
Colorado River Project and noxious weeds the same but the 
levy for gsneral purposes was increased about 1/3* to six 
mills for the poorest and 2*3 mills for the richest 
55. 
oounties* The permissive levy for exhibits was increased 
from 0*2 mills to 0»5 mlll«3 for all counties. A provision 
was made for a levy ranging from two mills for the smaller 
counties to jA mills for counties with a valuation in ex-
ceaa of $50 million for 19'f5 and 19^ 6 for a Building and 
public Works Reserve Fund for postwar building# A provi­
sion was also made for levying as much as three mills for 
liquidation of obligations incurred by the counties to the 
State Road Commissi ion* These changes raised the total per­
missive levies from 19*5 mills for the poorer dir^ tricts to 
mills for the richer counties on all property in addi­
tion to the special levies on livestock* 
From the beginning of statehood both the statutory 
limits of property tax levies for county purposes and the 
multiplicity of purposeB for which they may be levied 
steadily increased* reaching a relatively high level during 
the twenties following World War !• In I927 the levy for 
exhibits was materially reduced from 6*7 mills to 0.2 mills 
and In 1933. the levy for roads was reduced from six mills 
to three mills* This resulted in a temporary recession in 
total legal levy limits for county p\irpo8e8» Then from the 
beginning of World War II the total limit was raised reach­
ing an all time high in 19^ 5* 
36. 
2. Aotual ooiinty levieB 
County levies have ahown an upward trend through the 
period studied with only temporary reoeasionsii (Table Lii) • 
The averages are shown in this table* There is the overall 
weighted average (seoured by dividing the total assessed 
valuation of the tangible property within the county into 
the budget for county purposes)* and the median* (See also 
figure } The former is consistently lower them the 
latter throughout this period due to the relatively low 
levies made by Salt Lake and Weber Oounties which together 
contain approximately half of the total assessed value of 
the state* The rates in these two counties were below the 
state average throughout this period due to the relative 
less importance of the a^rea outside Salt Lake Oity in Salt 
Lake County and outside Ogden in Weber Coimty compared with 
the urban property* Hence> a small levy on the total 
property of these two counties affords ample revenue for 
oovmty purposes* 
Then* too* a larger proportion of law enforcement and 
other public servioes are performed by these two cities for 
the sirea in which they are located than is true for the 
other counties of the state* During the last two years of 
the study* the addition of the Geneva Steel Plant to the 
assessed value of Utah County has been made* This gives 
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Table 12 
PROPKRTY TAX LEVIES OP THE COTKTIKS OF UTAH PGR COUNTY PUR 
(ailla) 
Year Beaver Box Blder Caohe Carbon Daggatt Davlg Duoheape Emery Garfield Grand 
1916 3,36 3.30 3.50 3.80 3.70 5.06 5.80 5.40 
1917 5.26 3.30 4.70 4.65 2.70 5.00 7.00 9.70 4.50 
1918 4.36 4.30 5.80 4.80 9.40 5.00 5.00 6.80 > 8.20 7.60 
1919 6.50 4.80 7.90 5.50 6.00 4.50 8.00 8.00 10.50 7.55 
1920 6.56 6.70 7.50 6.50 8.50 4.80 8.00 9.80 10.30 9.45 
1921 a.50 5.35 6.90 7.30 7.00 3.70 7.00 9.00 10.30 10.35 
1922 8.50 4*15 5.80 8.60 9.00 3.50 7.60 9.90 8.50 11.30 
1923 7.60 3.70 5.40 7.60 10.30 5.20 7.90 10.20 8.00 12.50 
1924 7.10 4.20 5.00 6.60 8.60 6.20 7.90 10.10 9.50 11.15 
1925 7.80 5.50 5.20 6.60 7.50 5.00 9.90 10.20 10.60 12.37 
1926 7.10 4.80 5.20 6.60 6.50 4.90 7.60 9.00 10.60 11.10 
1927 10.00 5,30 6.85 6.50 7.50 5.40 10.90 9.80 11.00 11.70 
192S 8.70 4.40 6.45 6.70 6.50 5.40 11.20 9.10 8.50 11.70 
1929 10.80 4.90 6.15 8.00 5.10 7.00 12.00 9.10 9.60 12.35 
1930 10.10 3.90 5.25 8.00 4.90 6.80 12.00 9.10 11.00 12.25 
1931 11.70 4.20 6.85 8.70 4.00 6.05 12.00 9.00 13.00 11.85 
1932 10.90 4.84 6.85 S.84 4.60 6.72 11.90 8.80 13.00 10.59 
1933 8.90 3.70 8.30 9.50 7.90 5.92 13.20 8.70 12.00 12.20 
1934 8.70 3.70 8.55 11.30 7.70 6.92 13.00 7.80 10.50 11.40 
1935 7.10 4.21 9.30 8.80 7.50 6.92 13.00 7.70 13.00 11.30 
1936 9.20 4.14 7.07 8.85 7.50 6.92 13.00 8.70 13.00 11.90 
1937 9.50 4.25 7.66 8.40 8.50 7.67 16.37 9.87 13.37 1S.80 
1938 9.50 4.25 8.10 9.00 8.50 8.15 16.60 13.30 15.50 13.80 
1939 9.50 4.SS 8.00 9.80 10.00 8.15 14.10 11.40 14.00 10.80 
1940 8.00 4.55 9.15 9.25 10.00 9.15 15.85 11.65 14.75 10.80 
1941 8.50 5.50 9.55 9.30 10.00 7.55 14.80 11.65 14.75 10.80 
1942 6.80 5.35 9.55 9.30 10,00 7.90 15.50 11.40 15.25 7.80 
1943 8.70 6.35 9.50 8,90 9.00 8.00 19.90 12.30 17.00 7.20 
1944 8.00 6.00 9.75 9.40 9.00 7.90 19.90 11.20 17.50 9.70 
1945 8.00 7.40 10.00 10.30 9.00 9.05 16.20 12.85 17.50 10.90 
\ftah State Tax CcDSBission Biennial Repcrta 
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Table 12 
OP THE COnwriBS OF UTAH PCS COUNTY PURPCSHS, 1916-1945^ 
(allla) 
iyi» Duoh«8ne Bmery Garfield Grand Iron Juab Kane Millard Morgan Piute Hi oh 
,70 5.06 5.80 5.40 4.10 2.60 5.50 3.60 3.50 5,70 4.50 
70 5.00 7.00 9.70 4.50 5.00 2.60 7.50 4.00 4.80 6.70 4.50 
,00 5^00 6.80 8.20 7.60 4.80 1.40 6.50 4.00 4.30 6.00 4.00 
JO 8.00 8.00 10.50 7.55 6.50 4.40 7.50 5.00 6.60 6.00 ' 4.00 
,60 8.00 9.80 10.30 9.45 6.51 6.80 9.70 5.30 6.10 7.00 4.00 
70 7.00 9.00 10.30 10.35 9.40 7.30 9.50 6.20 5.90 6.60 4.20 
50 7.60 9.90 8.50 11.^  12.90 7.30 10.50 9.20 8.40 5.40 5.90 
20 7.90 10.20 8.00 12.50 11.60 7.30 10.60 6.80 8.20 5.70 5.00 
20 7.90 10.10 9.50 11.15 8.70 5.60 8.60 6.30 6.30 6.50 4,90 
00 9.90 10.20 10.60 12.37 8.60 5.80 8.20 6.60 7.20 7.50 6,00 
90 7.60 9.Q0 10.60 11.10 8.50 4.30 11.00 6.10 8.80 10.10 5,60 
40 10.90 9.80 11.00 11.70 10.00 6.30 10.00 6.20 8.30 10.10 5.40 
40 11.20 9.10 8.50 Il.TO 7.90 6.30 9.00 6.00 8.10 10.20 6.00 
00 12.00 9.10 9.60 12.35 8.80 8.00 8.50 10.40 8.20 6.70 10.00 
80 12.00 9.10 11.00 12.25 9.70 8.00 6.50 8.10 8.00 5.40 7.70 
03 12.00 9.00 13.00 11.85 8.30 8.00 9.00 9.10 7,70 6.30 9.00 
72 11.90 6.80 13.00 10.59 8.84 8.00 7.04 7.54 7.20 5.50 7.44 
92 13.20 8.70 12.00 12.20 8.20 8.50 7.00 12.90 7.90 7.80 5,70 
92 13.00 7.80 10.50 11.40 6.40 8.60 6.50 10.50 6.40 8.00 5,30 
92 13.00 7.70 13.00 11.30 6.40 8.50 7.20 11.00 6.60 7.10 5.30 
92 13.00 8.70 13.00 11.90 6.00 8.50 6.50 9*60 6,70 8.10 5,00 
07 16.37 9.87 13.37 13.80 6.00 8.50 9.00 10.87 8.10 11.10 4,S0 
15 16.60 13.30 15.50 13.80 7.50 8.60 12.50 11.00 8,35 11.20 4,50 
15 14.10 11.40 14.00 10.80 7.00 9.50 8.00 8.60 10,10 14.20 5.00 
15 15.65 11.65 14.75 10.80 7.00 9.50 7.50 7.35 9,50 13.80 6,25 
55 14.80 11.65 14.75 10.80 8.60 11.56 7.50 7.80 9,40 13,80 7,10 
90 15.S0 11.40 15.25 7.80 7.00 11.00 7.50 6,80 9.00 13.20 7,10 
00 19.90 12.30 17.00 7.20 6.50 9.00 11.00 7.40 9,00 12.00 8.70 
90 19.90 11.20 17.50 9.70 7.20 8.50 13.00 7,70 10,00 14,40 8.70 
05 16.20 12.85 17.60 10.90 8.30 8.80 13.00 11.60 10,40 18.20 9,30 
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Table 12 - Continued 
PROPERTY TAX LEVIES OP THE CODNTIES OP UTAH FOR COUNTY PUEt 
(mills) 
Year Salt Lake San Juan Sanpete Sevier Summit Tooele Uintah Utah Wasatoh Washinertion 
1916 2.82 7.266 3.60 4.566 3.16 2.40 5.20 2.95 '4.35 5.60 
1917 2*60 6.20 4.00 5.366 4.52 4.30 5.50 4.50 4.25 6.50 
1918 2.70 8.SO 3.70 4.666 4.10 3.80 4.50 4.55 4.25 6.50 
1919 3.50 8.50 . 4.00 4.90 5.55 5.40 9.50 5.05 6.50 8.00 
1920 4.80 11.60 4.10 6.50 6,10 5.30 9.50 5.85 6.25 8.00 
1921 5.00 12.005 4.30 5.30 6.30 4.30 7.90 6.15 6.25 8 J)0 
1922 4.60 14.60 4.70 4.90 6.50 3.70 10.30 5.63 9.40 10.20 
1923 5.00 13.60 6.30 5.50 6.50 3.30 9.00 9.93 8.30 10.70 
1924 5.00 13.70 6.20 4.50 6.10 2.70 9.30 6.93 6.60 11.00 
1926 5.00 15.60 7.50 4.50 5,70 2.70 8.60 8.25 7.10 10.90 
1926 4.80 12.60 7.20 4.35 5.00 2.70 10.80 7.31 4.50 10.90 
1927 4.70 12.70 6.50 6.15 5.40 5.70 10.80 9.37 7.30 10.70 
1928 4.70 13.20 4.50 6.15 5.40 3.70 11.00 7.49 7.30 10.40 
1929 5.00 12.30 7.00 6.15 5.84 5.80 11.00 9.39 8.00 10.90 
1930 4.90 11.20 8.70 6.06 5.70 5.80 11.10 9.02 8.00 10.70 
1931 5.90 11.80 8.70 5.80 5.60 5.50 9.50 10.23 8.00 10.60 
1932 5.88 12.70 7.74 6.30 5.50 6.30 8.00 8.97 8.00 9.64 
1933 5.88 12.60 6.15 9.30 5.08 6.80 9.20 10.60 7.90 9.64 
1934 5.88 11.90 6.10 9.00 4.82 5.30 11.60 10.60 7.90 10.80 
1935 5.88 13 ao 6.70 9.00 5.80 5.80 12.50 9.00 7.90 10.90 
1936 5.76 13.12 6.20 8.00 5.85 5.70 13.10 8.74 8.00 11.20 
1937 5.60 15.77 10.07 9.37 5.85 5.70 12.87 8.70 10.00 13.10 
1938 5.60 14.90 10.00 9.10 5.85 5.60 11.50 7.95 10.00 13.10 
1939 7.50 14.50 13.00 8.90 7.65 5.60 12.10 7.95 10.00 12.30 
1940 7.20 14.25 13.50 7.80 7.65 5.60 12.85 8.21 9.90 13.20 
1941 6.70 13.70 13.50 7.80 7.65 5.30 13.00 8.20 10.00 13.20 
1942 6.70 13.70 14.60 7.80 7.65 5.30 12.00 8.10 10.00 13.20 
1943 7.55 12.90 14.60 10.00 7.65 5.30 13.60 8.00 10.00 13.88 
1944 7.85 11.90 14.60 10.70 7.65 4.70 14.80 6.00 10.00 14.60 
1945 8.55 11.40 12.10 10.70 7.65 4.00 14.50 8.00 10.00 17.70 
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Table 12 - Continued 
IP THE COTTIES OF UTAH FOR COUNTY PURPOSES, 1916-1946^ 
(mills) 
lele Uintah Utah Wasatoh Washington Wayne Weber Median Weighted Arg. High Low^ 
40 5.20 2.95 4.35 5.60 5.50 3.44 3.80 3.25 7.266 2.40 
SO 5.50 4.50 4.25 6.50 5.50 4.12 4.65 3.55 8.70 2.60 
80 4.50 4.55 4.25 6.50 5.30 4.27 4.67 3.55 9.40 1.40 
40 9.50 5.05 6.50 8.00 9.50 5.53 6.00 4.75 10.50 3.50 
30 9.50 5.85 6.25 8.00 5.80 5.90 6.56 5.76 11.60 4.00 
SO 7.90 6.15 6.25 8.00 7.10 5.40 6.90 5.69 12.005 3.70 
70 10.30 5.63 9.40 10.20 5.20 4.30 7.60 5.53 14.60 3.50 
SO 9.00 9.93 8.30 10.70 5.60 5.64 7.60 6.12 13.60 3.30 
70 9.50 6.93 6.60 11.00 6.70 6.00 6.60 5.69 13.70 2.70 
70 8.60 8.25 7.10 10.90 9.20 6.00 7.50 5.94 1S.60 2.70 
70 10.80 7.31 4.50 10.90 9.80 7.00 7.10 5.71 12.60 2.70 
70 10.80 9.37 7.30 10.70 9.80 5.82 7.50 6.08 12.70 5.30 
70 11.00 7.49 7.30 10.40 9.60 5.40 6.70 5.70 13.20 3.70 
80 11.00 9.39 8.00 10.90 8.90 5.60 8.50 6.36 12.35 4.90 
80 11.10 9.02 8.00 10.70 9.20 5.60 8.10 6.10 12,25 3.90 
50 9.50 10.23 8.00 10.60 9.80 6.06 8.TO 6.84 13.00 4.00 
SO 8.00 8.97 8.00 9.64 6.04 5.70 7.50 6.68 13.00 4.60 
BO 9.20 10.60 7.90 9.64 7.40 5.70 8.20 6.93 18.20 3.70 
50 11.60 10.60 7.90 10.80 8.00 5.70 8.00 6.85 13.00 3.70 
30 12.50 9.00 7.90 10,90 7.00 5.70 7.50 6,78 13,10 4.21 
70 IS. 10 8.74 8.00 11.20 7.50 5.00 8.00 6.52 13.12 4.14 
70 12.87 8.70 10.00 IS.10 12.37 5.80 9.00 6.76 16.37 4.25 
BO 11.50 7.95 10.00 13.10 14.50 7.80 9.10 7.07 16.50 4.25 
BO 12.10 7.95 10.00 12.30 15.10 7.80 9.60 7.73 14.50 4.55 
SO 12.85 8.21 9.90 13.20 13.8S 9.40 9.40 7,81 15,85 4.55 
SO 13.00 8.20 10.00 13.20 11.30 8.80 9.40 . 7.60 14.80 5.30 
50. 12,00 8.10 10.00 13.20 11.90 8.70 9.10 7.48 15.25 5.80 
50 13.60 8.00 10.00 13.88 14.00 8.70 9.00 7.99 19.90 5.30 
70 14.80 6.00 10.00 14.60 11.90 7.80 9.70 7.93 19.90 4,70 
30 14.50 8.00 10.00 17.70 14.00 8.30 10.30 8.68 17.70 4.00 
^Utah. State Tax Coranission Biennial Report, 1943-1944* page 21» 
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SCXJRCE: STATE TAX COMMCSION 
FIGURE 2. Property Tax Levies for Counfy Purposes. Utah. 1916 — 1945 
Utah Oounty more than ten percent of the aseeeeed value of 
the state which when added to the two counties mentioned 
above represents about two-thirds of the entire value of 
taxable property of Utah, The levies for the last two 
years in Utah Oounty reflect this added property value and 
helped to pull the weighted average levy for ooxinty purposes 
down. 
The asedlan values, being position averages, probably 
are more representative of the oounty levies outside the 
areas where the larger munlolpalltles are located. How­
ever, railroad trackage and utilities in such counties as 
Bo* Elder, Cache, Carbon, Davis, Iron, Juab, Millard, 
Summit, Tooele, and Utah Counties have tended to hold 
levies below those of other counties. It is interesting 
to note that the median levy for county purposes in 19^5 
was nearly three times ae high as it was thirty years 
before. 
In addition to the steady Increase in the median 
oounty levy, the range or spread between the lowest and 
highest individual oounty levels is significant. Thirty 
years ago the highest levy for county purposes was one-
third lower than the medium levy in 19^5 • There was a 
five mill difference then and a 13*5 mill difference now. 
Generally speaking, three major factors determine the 
magnitude of county levies, vig., the presence or absence 
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of Important urban centers within the county; the location 
of utilities and large Industries within the county; and the 
indebtedness of the county* This latter factor accounts for 
most of the actual le7lea which exceed the legal maxifflum as 
shown in subtitle (a) of this section* There is no legal 
restriction on levies for debt servicep During the last 
thirty yeaxst San Juan County has had the highest levy half 
the time# Duchesne Coimty eight times* and Garfield Coxinty 
six times* making a total of twenty-seven times for these 
three counties* In none of these counties is there any 
railroad trackage or important industrial development* 
On the other hand# Tooele Oounty has made the lowest 
levy eleven times; Box Slder^  ten times; and salt Lake three 
times or a total of twenty-four times in the last thirty 
years* In Tooele there are rich mining properties* in Box 
Elder* extensive railroad and electric power facilities and 
in Salt Lake Oounty there are extensive urban* mining and 
utility values* 
C* property Tax Levies By Local School Districts 
1, Legal msLXimum property tax levies by local achool 
districts 
The constitution vests in the state legislature the 
power to regulate i^ operty tax levy limitations for school 
kz 
district8. Accordingly the legislature of lfi59fS placed a 
maximum of 3**3 mills for ooastruotion and maintenance and 
one mill for sites and buildings making a total of 6.5 mills 
for all district8 for all purposes except debt service. 
(Table 13). No distinction was made between city and county 
districts until 1905 at which time the city districts were 
limited to 1.1 mills for buildings while the county dls-
tri cbs were permitted to levy 1.5 mills. In 1907 the cities 
were placed on a par with the county districts fox building 
purposes and were given an advantage of one mill for mainte­
nance and Instruction. 
In 1913, city school districts of the first and second 
class were distinguished from the smaller districts, permit­
ting the latter districts to levy 2 mills more. In 1915 "tli® 
comty districts were classified on the basis of total 
assessed val\iatlon within the district. At this time, also, 
a radical increase In permieslve levies for building was 
granted. Total permissive levies continued to increase 
throughout the entire period of the study. 
In 1923 school districts were again classified. This 
time on the basis of assessed valuation per child of school 
age and maximum levies were established for each class with 
the provision that in cases where the new levies were lower 
than the rates actually levied in 1922, the 1922 rates were 
permitted. 
Table 13 
' MAXIBOH LEGAL PRCPERTT TAX LE7IBS FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN UTAH, 1898-194S ^ 
CIASSIPICATIOH CP SCHCGL DISTRICTS 
— caiffPY DISTRICTS ciT^ bmuiirrs 
Less f 5,000,000 0io;uw,d6d 5^,oob;oou" More 
Than to to to Than 
$5,000,000 110,000,000 H&,000,000 120,000,000 120,000,000 
Assessed Assessed Assessed Assessed Assessed First SeooiK 
Year Value Value Value Value Value Class * Class 
18989 lnstruo*& 
to Maint. 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 €•5 5.5 
1901 Buildings 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
TOTAL Tts 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 
1901^  In8triio»& 
to Maint. 5.5 5.5 5.« 5.5 5.5 5*5 5.5 
1905 Buildings 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 
TOTAL "TO 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.5 
1905^  In8trtto»& 
to Uaint. 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 
i9or Buildings 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
TOTAL 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 
1907® Instrue*& 
to Maint* 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 6.5 6.5 
1918 Buildings 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
TOTAL 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8.0 3.0 
1913® In8truet.& 
to Maint* S.5 5.5 5.5 5.6 5.5 6.5 B.S 
1915 Buildings 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
TOTAL 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 8,0 10.0 
1915^  Instruo.j; 8 
to Maint. 6.0 5.5 5.2 4.7 4.2 6.5 8.5 
1923 Buildings 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.3 6.5 2.5 1.5 
TOTAL 12.5 12.0 11.7 10.7 9.0 10.0 
* Sea Footnote 1 Legeil Llnltatlons For Cities this ohepter* 
Table 13 - oontinuod 
ISmWOM LEGAL PROPERTY TAX LEVIES BY SOROOL DISTRICTS IE IVtm 
CLASSIFICATICN OP SCHOOL DISTRICTS' 
COUKTY DISTRICTS 
Tear Purpose 
Lass 
Than |2,000 
For 
Child 
CITY DISTRICTS 
•|2»000 $2,500 |S,000 ,^000 Over Less $3«000 $4,000 Over 
to -fco to to Than to to 
12,500 $3,000 14,000 #5,000 $6,000 'J3,000 f4,000 |5,000 #5,000 
Per Per Per Per Per Per P«r Par Per 
Child Child Child Child Child Child ;Child CChild .Child 
1923 
to 
1937 
1937 
to 
1941 
1941 
to 
1945 
For support of 
sohools & the 
purchase of sites 
and buildings 10 12»0 
far at^port of 
sohools & the 
pvurohaae of sites 
and buildings H 12>0 
County Distriot 12*0 
Cities of 2nd el*. 
Cities of 1st ol» 12 
11.0 10.0 
11.0 10.0 
11.0 10.0 
8.5 7.5 7.0 
loior' 10.0 • IQ;^  
10.0 10.0 10,0 
12.0 11.5 
12.0 11.5 
12.0 
14.0 
11.5 
13.5 
10.0 
10.0 
ia;o: 
12.0 
9.0 
9.0 
9.0 
11.0 
1945 FoTRiBaintetianoe 
instruotion, pur­
chase of sites Ss 
buildings IS 14.0 
14 
14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 18.0 17.5 16.0 15.0 
FOOTSOTES FOR SOHDOI. DI8TRI0T8 
A^dditional levies night be made fox debt servioe and in oaee 
the 1922 actual levy exceeded the levies specifically pro­
vided by the law of 1923, the 1922 levy becomes the maximom. 
R^evised Statutes of Utah I898i Section 1936. 
n^tah Seseion Laws 1901, p. 1^ 9* Cities of the first class 
were permitted up to 7 mills for the year 1901 only. 
t^ah Session Laws 1905> p. 136. 
5iitah Oode Law 1907, eeo. 1936-
t^Jtah Session Laws 1913, chap, 29, sec, 1936, p. 99. 
u^tah Session Laws 1915, P» 19^ 195« year 1915 a 
special provision permitted the following levies: Less than 
$5,000,000 valuation, I3.5 mills; 15,000,000 to 18,000,000, 
12.5 mills; $8,000,000 to #10,000,000, 11 mills; aoove 
$10,000,000, 10 mills. 
%tah Session Laws 1915, chap. II5, sec, 1936. 
%tah Session Laws 1923, chap. ^ 2 and ^ 3, eec. ^ 707 made a re-
olaseifieation of school districts for tax levying purposes 
on a basis of assessed valuation per child of school age. 
®^Otah Session Laws 1929, P« 66, sec, ^ 62k provided for an addi­
tional levy of two mills upon the application of the school 
district approved by the county commissioners, and when 
granted by the State Board of Education and the State Tax Oom-
mission "acting jointly as a committee." Additional levies 
for procuring sites and buildings in excess of the levies 
herein provided, required a special election of the electors 
of the district affected. 
^^ Utah Session Laws 1937» chap. fill. 
k6 
TP 
Utah Session Laws 19^ 1, ohap. 57- Provided that no appeal 
to the t)oarda and oommisslon might he made for additional 
levy. 
^^ Utah Seesion Laws 19'<-5. A special levy for a building 
reserve fund for the year 19^ 5 ••nd 194b ranging from 3/4 
mills for districts with an aseeseed valuation In excess 
of #50,000,000 to 2 mills for distrlots with an assessed 
valuation under #5»000,000. 
^^ tah Session Laws 19^ 3, ohap. 92. County districts may 
apxily through the joint Board committee for a 2 mill addl* 
tlbnal levy but olty districts may not. When the levy of 
1922 exceeds the levy provided hersla the 1922 levy con­
stitutes the oelling. 
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In 19^ 9 the Bo-oailed baok door method of inoreasing 
naziflnui levies waa established* Under this rule* any di8~ 
triot «ay petition the State Board of Sduoation and the 
State Tax Oommiasiont sitting as a joint board# for per-
mission to inorease its levy* An additional 2 mills may 
be levied with the consent of this board. 
In 19^ 1 the city distriote were further differentiated 
as to maximun levies permitted«>->oities of the first olaaa 
being permitted to levy two mills more than oitiea of the 
second claaa. 
The 19^  ^legislature voted an all-time high* placing a 
limit of 1^  mills on all county districts# but specifying a 
sliding acale for the city districts ranging from Ij;} mills 
for the wealthier city districts to 18 mills for oitiea with 
the lowest per oapita valiiation* 
Table 1^  includes a column "Levies for Instruction and 
Maintenance*' which is the levy to which the "legal maximum* 
applies* The difference between this column and the ''Total 
Levy* column represents the levy for debt oervice* Levies 
for the l&tter purpose have averaged about 2*^  mills through­
out this period for each achool district* 
2* Actual property tax levies made by local school districta 
a* Approximately seventy percent of the revenue for 
instruction and maintenance of the elementary and aecondary 
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sohoole of the State of Dtah oomes from the property tax. 
The other thirty par cent oomee from the stat^  general lund 
and the individual income tax and corporation franchise tax. 
About ck percent comee from a property tax levied by the 
state while percent comes from a property ta^  levied by 
the local school districts of which there are forty* 
Twenty-two of the school districte include all of the 
BChoole in the county in which they are located. Four 
counties contain two districtG each; two counties* 3 s^ Lch; 
and Salt Lake County contains four districts* Five of the 
school districts comprise the schools in the larger cities 
of the state; viz*# Salt Lake City* Ogden* Prove* Logan and 
Murray* 
The property tax levies made by these local school dis­
trict B fox all purposes during the last twenty-four years 
are presented in four-year intervals in Table lU- and in 
figure 3* 
The median levy has increased throughout this period 
from 9*4 mills in 19^ 2 to 14«6 mills in 19^ 3* sn increase 
of percent* At the same time property assessments in^  
crea^ ejd from an index of 119*^ 4-7 in 1S2.2 (1916 "* 100}> after 
falldngng below the I9I6 level dm-ing the depression years 
of 1933# 1935# and 1936. to on index of 12is.49 by 
19^ f (Table 6> Chapter !)• The increase in both total 
assessed value of property and the levy r^ .tes indicates a 
PBDPBBSfY TAX U 
OTsmoTS Of tn 
1<)22 19^  1028 W^ 2 
LeTies Tbtal Levies Levies Levies 
fOT lefvjr for for for I 
School Instroe Inel. Xegsa Instxuo Sotal £egal Inatrac Stetai Legal Ixistrcu 
Slstrlot & Halnt Zte'bt & Maxi. & Malnt Levy & Maint Levy UAXI' 
Alpine 9.77 12.5 9.77 11.^ 9 11.^ 9 9.77 9.39 11.85 10.0 9.6 
"Bearer - 16.5 a.o 16.5 15.0 19*8 16.5 7.5 10.0 16.5 10.5 • 
Bdz Slder 6»4 6.5 7.0 6,29 6.5 7.0 7.0 8.0. 7.0 6.77 
Gadbie 6.7 6.7 7.5 8.0 8.0 7.5 7.2 9.0 8.5 T.35 
CarlM>& Ks 7.0 7.0 6.U 8.5 7.0 7.0 9.1 7.5 7.5 
Daggett 6.5 6.J 7-0 1.5 9.3 7.5 5.0 7.5 •U.O 5.? 
Ba'vle 6.05 6.U 7»5 6.5 H 7.5 9.9 9.9 8.5 7*^  Snshesne 9*0 11.6 u.o 9.1 11.6 12.0 9.3 14.6 12.0 11.0 
Snei^  5^ 5 10.5 10.0 8.3 13.0 10.0 iKo 10.0 ' 9.85 
flartleia • 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 10.0 15-0 12.0 10.0 
Oxnatfl. 8,2 8.6 8.2 8.2 8.6 8.2 7.75 8.0 8.2 8.2 
SraiAte 7*8 9.5 7.8 7.8 9*26 7.8 7T« 10.^ 2 7.8 7^ 8 
Ixm 10.0 7.5 7.5 12.0 7.5 7.5 12.8 8.5 7-5 
Joriim 6.69 7.5 7.0 6.717 7-1 7.0 7.5 7.92 8.5 9.37! 
AuO) 5.5 8.0 7.0 5.5 7.5 7.0 6.3 8.5 -7.0 7.0 
X«^ e B,0 11.5 8.5 11.0 13.0 10.0 10.0 mo 12.0 lOiO 
Killavft 7.5 7.7 7.5 7-5 8.U 7.5 8.6 8.5 8.5 
Vbsgaaa 8A 8.^  8.U 9.5 9.5 8.^  7.3 9.2 8.4 6.93 
Seil» 7-12 8.5 7.12 7.0 7.0 7.5 7.2 8.0 8.5 T.iJ 
So. Sfoxpete 8.5 11.2 10.0 8,5 11.1 10.0 10.3 i2,U 11.0 11,0 
H* 9BtBni4t 9.57 11.0 9.57 11.0 9.57 8.H1 10.1 9.57 8.05 
City 15.0 15.0 15.0 I7 
•^7 15.0 5.86 9.2 15.0 7.73 Fiizte 7.5 J-5 10.0 1-5 11.^  10.0 8.5 12.5 11.0 8;0 
Blcli 6.0 7.5 6.9 . 8.0 7.0 7.5 8.5 7.5 6.5 Sail <9'ttaa 10.0 11.5 11.0 8.0 10.0 11.0 S.0 eJ.5 is.a • 
Se^ er 6.8 7.5 10.0 8.5 9.9 8.5 10.0 11.3 10.0 13.0 
So* ^S8&pete 7.1 s,k 10.0 10.0 1^ .0 19.0 11.7 11.0 6.5 
SEUniDlv 11.0 12.0 11.0 9.^  10.0 11.0 9.99 10.^  11.0 8^ 19 
Xlntia 11»9 13.5 11.9 10.0 11.0 11.9 11.8 13.0 11.9 11.9 
fiooial» 6.8 6.8 7.0 6.5 6.5 7.0 7.0^  s*o 7.0 6i9 
10.5 10.5 12.0 12.0 12.0 11.0 11.0 13.5 12.0 nio 
Waaatdh 7.0 9.0 7.5 5-9 8.0 T.0 7.5 9.2 8.0' 8i5 
WaBbiBgtoa T.0 10.2 12.0 7.5 auA 12.0 11.3 15.5 12.0 HilS^  
Vagntie 8.0 1^ .T 12.0 11.5 15-p, 12.0 12.0 15.1 12.0 12*0 
VeHnof 7M 7*^ 6 7.H6 7.305 7.^ 6 7.^ 6 7.^  ii.a 7.5 7^ 5 
Seilt Iiake 6.8 8.1 9-0 6.766 8.1 9.0 8.7, 9*9 10.0 910 
C^ en 7*88 9.0 11.6 9^ 25 11.0 U.5 9.966 11.5 11.5 9|!3^  
7.SS 10.0 11.5 10.0 10.0 12.0 9.65 11.0 12.0 9|3' 
9r^  llA 12.0 13^ 7 13.7 12.0 12.0 tU.O 12.0 12iO 
Itainrayr 9*93 11.1 11.5 10.0 11.05 11.5 10.18 11.5 11.5 
7.0 9.^  9.57 8*0 io.o 9.0 eM io.i 10.0 •«T5 • itiejti 16.5 21.0 16.5 15.0 19.8 16.5 12.0 15.5 16.5 ijlo 
IiO* 3.^  6.0 7.0 .^7 i7 7.0 5.0 7.5 7.0 5 A 
, S o u r c e :  S t a t e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  E d u c a t i o n  B i e n n i a l  R e p o r t s .  

[intsiH 
pBOPSBsnr TAXLsnxs m ls&AI kazxua m'LOOiL scaxfL 
BISSaiOfS OTVflSB AT lOTS-TEAR TSWmSLS, 1922 -
1928 10^2 iq*K) 
Lenee Levies Levies Levies 
for for for for 
Sotal Legal Ijiatrao 9bt«l Legal Inatmo Ibtal Legal Instrucs IB&taQL LeS£^ XsstnuS 1 
t«ty A ItAlnt Letr Ifjud' A Ualat Levy A Uaittt Levy Uazi Altaint 1 
II.U9 $•11 9.39 11.85 10.0 9.6 12.5 11.0 9.0 12.5 11.0 9.33 
19.« 16.5 7.5 10.0 16.5 10.5- lU.O 16.5 10.5 1*».5, 16.5 12.0 15 
6.5 7.0 7.0 8.0 7.0 6.77 7.5 7.0 6.78 7.86 IP.o 10.0 IG 
8.0 7.5 7.2 9.0 8.5 7.35 9.3 8.5 8*3 9.8 10.0 9.6 11 
8.5 7.0 7.0 9.1 7.5 7.5 10.5 8.5 7.65 10.65 10.0 10.0 13 
?-3 7*5 5.0 7.5 U.O 5.J 6.7 11.0 2.0 5.0 10.0 6.U 12 6,7 7.5 9.9 9.9 8.5 7.^ 8.5 8.5 8.5 10.0 10.0 10 
11.6 12.0 9.3 lH.6 12.0 11.0 lU.O 12.0 11.0 1^.0 12.0 U.O 1^ 
13.0 10.0 1^^.0 10.0 9.85 13.7 11.0 11.0 15.0 11.0 10.5 1^ 
12.0 12.0 10.0 15»0 12.0 10.0 15«0 12.0 11.5 15.0 12.0 11.5 15 
8*6 8.2 7-75 8.0 8.2 8.2 8.tt5 8.2 8.2 n.U. 10.0 9.8 U 
9.25 7.8 7.8 IO.H2 7.8 7:8 io.2r 8.5 8.56 11.1 10.0 11.63 1^ 
12.0 7.5 7.5 12.8 8.5 7-5 12.5 8.5 7.5 10.0 10.0 10.0 13 
7.1 7.0 7.5 7.92 8.5 9.375 9.5 7.0 6.75 6.75 10.0 6*5 6 
7.5 7.0 5.3 8.5 -7.0 7.0 9.0 7.5 
4 
7.0 9*0 10.0 8.1 10 
13.0 10.0 10.0 ii*o 12.0 10.0 11.0 12.0 ii.o n.o 12*0 12.0 12 
8.U 7.5 7.5 8.6 8.5 11.0 10.0 10.0 10.1^ 10.0 12.0 12 
9.5 8.$ 7.3 9.2 8.4 5.93 8.0 8.1^ «.5 8.5 10.0 9.13 11 
7.0 7.5 7.2 8.0 8.5 8.2 8.5 9.5 9.5 10.0 10.0 U 
11.1 10.0 10.3 i2.u 11.0 11.0 13.7 12.0 10.0 13.0 12.0 11.0 13 
11.0 9.57 8.U1 10.1 9.57 8.05 9.3 9.57 7.25 8.31 10.0 10.0 10 
^.7 15.0 5.86 9.2 15.0 7.73 11.3 15.0 6.81 11.3 15.0 8.91 12 
ll.H 10.0 8.5 12.5 11.0 8.0 1U.0 11.0 8.0 lU.O 11.0 8.0 1^ 
8.0 T.o 7.5 8.5 7.5 6.5 _ 7.5k 1.5 7..5 8.0 10.0 10.0 10 
10.0 11.0 8.0 8.5 12.0 8.^ I3»m 12.0 8.6 J13.6 12.0 10.0 13 
9.9 8.5 10.0 11.3 10.0 13.0 13.5 11.0 8.5 11.5 11.0 8.5 U 
10.0 19.0 11.7 11.0 6.5 10.0 12.0 8.0 11.5 11.0 10.5 13 
10.0 11.0 9-99 10.^ 11.0 8.19 10.6 11.0 8.^ 11*0 ll.O 10.25 12 
11.0 11.9 11.8 13.0 11.9 11-9 1H.9 ll.9^ 13.0 13.0 11.9 U.9 15 
6.5 . 7.0 7.0^ M 7.0 6f9 8.5 7.0 8.22 8.5 10.0 8.61 9 
12.0 n.o U.o 13.5 12.0 11*0 13.5 12.0 12.0 1K3 12.0 U.0 16 
8.0 J.0 7.5 9.2 8.0 8.5 9.5 10.0 8.1 9-5 11.0 9.0 U 
lllA 12.0 11.3 15.5 12.0 11^8 15.7 12.0 10*8 15.5 12.0 12.0 17 
15.0 12.0 12.0 15.1 12.0 12i0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12 
IM 7.*»6 11.2L 7.5 7^5 8.35 7.5 7.25 8.92 10.0 10.0 12 
8.1 9.0 8.7, 9»9 10.0 10.5 10.0 9-2 11.35 10.0 11.5 
11.0 U.5 9.96S 11*5 11.5 11.5 12.0 9.53 13.35 U.5 11.5 
10.0 12.0 9.65 11.0 12.0 9|3 1^.5 12.0 11.73 13.0 12.0 12;0 17 
13.7 12.0 12.0 lU.O 12.0 I2i0 1U.5 12.0 12.5 iH.O 12.0 11.7 1^ 
11.05 11.5 10.18 11*5 11.5 £^88 . 11.0i« 12t0 8.0 10^0 12.0 8.H 11 
10.0 9.0 8.1^1 io.H 10.0 8^5 11.0 11.0 8.5 11.1 U.O 10.0 12 
19.8 16.5 12.0 15.5 16.5 134O 15.7 16.5 13.0 15.5 16.5 12.0 IT 
^7 7.0 5.0 7.5 7.0 5i^ 6.7 7.0 2.0 5.0 10.0 6.H 6 
1 Reports. 
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9.0 12.5 11.0 9.33 1>^.75 10.0 8.6^ 13.0 iH.O 12.8^ 13.0 
10.5 1H.5 16.5 12.0 15.5 16.5 12.5 15»5 16.5 13.5 16.0 
6.7« 7*86 10.0 10.0 10.8lt 10.0 10.0 11.25 iH.O 1^0 ' 16.0 
8.5 9.8 10.0 9.6 ll.H 10.0 10.0 12.0 iH.O 11.9 lU.O 
7.65 10.65 10.0 10.0 13.0 10.0 12.0 15.0 lU.O lk,0 17.0 
2.0 5.0 10.0 6.k 12.0 10.0 9.0 3.0 1^.0 10.0 12.0 
8*5 8.5 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 11.85 11.85 lU.O iH.o iKo 
11.0 1^.0 12.0 11.0 iH.O 12,0 12.0 1#.0 1^.0 12.0 lU.O 
11.0 15.0 11.0 10.5 1^.5 10.0 10.0 10.0 1^.0 12.0 12.0 
11-5 15»0 12.0 11.5 15.0 12.0 11.0 18.0 iH.o 1U.0 18.0 
8*2 ll.»t 10.0 9»8 11.B 10.0 10.0 11.5 1^.0 10.0 12.0 
8.56 11.1 10.0 11.63 1^.17 10.0 12.0 iKi lU.O iH.o 18.0 
7.5 10.0 10.0 lOiO 13.0 10.0 12.0 15.0 iU.o 12.1 I5.T 
6.75 6.75 10^0 6.5 6.5 10.0 U.15 I16 iH.O 5.39 
.7.0 9.0 10.0 &1 10.5 10.0 12.0 iH.O lU.O 14.0 16.0 
11.0 11.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 11.0 11.0 11.0 1^.0 13.0 13.0 
10.0 lO.U 10.0 12.6 12.5 10.0 10.0 lO.Q 1^.0 10.0 10.0 
.8.5 8.5 10.0 9.13 11.6 10.0 10.0 12.0 1^.0 12.6 iU,6 
9.5 "9.5 10.0 10.0 ii.o 10.0 11.0 12.1 IKQ 12.0 13.0 
10.0 13.0 12.0 11.0 13.5 11.0 11.0 13.5 1^.0 12,0 14.5 
7.25 «.3i 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.6 10.6 1^.0 13.0 13.0 
6,81 11.3 15.0 «.91 12.8 15.0 15.0 18.15 15.0 15.0 18.8 
8.0 ll^.O 11.0 $.0 iH.O 11.0 11.0 18.0 1^.0 13.0 ao.o 
1-3 g.0 10.0 10.0 lO.i^ 10.0 10.0 lOA iH.o 13.7 i4.o 
8.6 J13.6 12.0 10.0 13.6 12.0 12.0 12.0 iH.O 14.0 lU.o 
g.5 11.5 11.0 8.5 11.5 10.0 10.0 13.5 1^.0 11.0 iM 
8.0 11.5 11.0 1G.5 13.5 11.0 10.0 13.9 l^^.o 13.0 17.0 
8.^ 11.0 11.0 10.25 12.5 n.o 11.0 12.87 iH.o 13.0 lH.87 
13'0 . 13.0 11.9 11.9 15.5 11.9 11.9 15.5 1^.0 14.0, 15.5 
ff.22 8.5 10.0 S.€L 9.5 10.0 9.99 10.0 iKo 10.3^ 11.0 
12.0 1H.5 12.0 11.6 16.0 12.0 12,0 16.3 lU.o 13.2 16.5 
8.1 9'5 11.0 9.0 11.5 10.0 10.0 12.5 liv.o 10.0 12,5 
loa 15.5 12.0 12.0 17.0 12.0 12.0 16.0 1^ *0 13.0 I7i0 
12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 1^.0 17.0 17.0 
7.25 g.92 10*0 10.0 12,0 10.0 11.85 13.35 iH.O 15.0 15.5 
9.2 11.35 10.0 11.5 13.0 12.0 12.0 I3.K 16.0 15.5 17.0 
9*53 13.35 11.5 11.5 1^.75 12.0 . 31.5 13.75 17.5 13.75 15.25 
tl.73 13.® 12.0 12.0 17.0 12.0 1U.13 17.0 18.0 18.0 20.5 
12.5 iH.o i2i0 11.7 1^.5 12.0 12.0 14.5 18.0 12.0 I4.5 
8^0 10^0 12.0 11.0 12.0 10.73 13.0 18.0 10.79 15.0 
«.5 11.1 U.0 10.0 12.5 10.0 n.o 13.35 iM 1^.0 1U.6 
t3.0 
2.0 
15.5 16.5 12.0 17.0 16.5 15.0 18.15 18.0 18.0 20.5 
5.0 10.0 6.U 6.5 10.0 ^.15 $.l6 iH.O 5.39 5.4 
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FIGURE 3. Property Tax Levies for Local School Purposes, Utah. 1916—1945 
51. 
very definite inorease in the demand fox revenue for schools 
at the eloaentary and secondary levels* 
One of the meet significant facts revealed by the study 
is the great spread In the levies made by different local 
districts* This difference was 1^  mills in narrowed to 
8 mills in 192S and 19^ 2 and returned to a spread of 1^  mills 
in 19^ 3* Tbe highest levy was never less than twice the low­
est and in the years at both ends of the period studied the 
highest levy was four times as high as the lowest levy* This 
difference is due in the main to variation in the assessed 
value of property per school child in the various districts. 
All of the districts whoss levies were at or near the bottom 
had relatively high assessed property values per school child* 
This disparity in tax levies for schools between the differsnt 
districts exists in spite of a rather feeble effort made by 
amending the state constitution in 1931 to provide an equali­
zation fund of $3*00 per school child by a state property 
tax levy* 
It is interesting to observe that the local levy for 
Jordan School district was never more than 9*3 mills while 
the levies of 13 of the forty districts have never been that 
low for the years represented in the table* 
There are two districts) S^ ery and Kane# whose levies 
varied only 2*4 and 2 mills respectively throughout the 
twenty-four year period while Park City varied as much as 
52. 
fourteen mills; Piute* 12.^  and provo 10*^  mills* Most of 
the changes in levy rates for the distrlots ranged between 
four and seven mills throughout this period* 
(b) Total property taxes levied by the state and local 
school districts for support of elementary and seoondary 
schools axe shown in Table 1^ . These include all levies made 
specifically for school purposes* In addition money has been 
appropriated from the general fund for school purposes^  part 
of which came from a property tax levy by the state* The 
state levy for the general fund is shown in Table 10* Uost 
of the median total levies both for all counties by years 
(bottom of Table 1^ ) and for each district over the whole 
period of the study (colmn at right) revolve around I7 
mills as a modal point* Ho median levy differed from this 
modal value by more than 3 mills either way* The character­
istics of the data in this table follow closely the pattern 
of Table 1^  since a uniform state levy each year was added 
to the local levies shown in the latter table* 
The highest levy made against the property of any diB> 
trict during the period of the study was 24-*S mills made in 
1923 by Beaver Oountyc 
The lowest total levy for school purposes made since 
1923 was 7*06 mills which was made in 19^ 4- in the Jordan 
school district* The highest minimum levy for any year was 
1^ «7 mills which was made in 193^ * The spread between the 
Table 15 
TOTAL PROPERTT TAX LBVIF^ FOR ELKKEUTARY AHD HIGH SCRCfcL PORPCSES IB 
UTAH BT THE STATE JUSD LOCAL DISTRICTS, 1923 - 19461 
School 
District 1923 
Alpine 15.0 
Beaver 24.8 
Booc Elder 12.0 
Cache 18.2 
Carbcm 12.0 
Daggett 12.0 
Daxric 11.4 
Duchesne 16.6 
Emery 18.0 
Qarfield 17.0 
Or and 13.0 
Oranlte 14.8 
Iron 15.0 
Jordan 12.1 
Jtiab 13.0 
Sane 18.5 
Millard 13.5 
Vcrgan 12.8 
Rebo 18.9 
Ho. Sanpete 16.1 
Ho. Suoaait 16.0 
Park City 12.0 
Piute 12.5 
Rich 11.5 
San Juan 16.0 
SeTier 13.5 
So. Sanpete 15.0 
So. Sunoit 15.1 
Tintio 16.0 
Tooele 11.8 
1924 1926 1926 1927 1928 1929 1980 1931 1932 1935 1984 
16.39 16.93 16.71 16.90 16.76 16.6S 17.40 18.80 18.66 19.80 21.43 
24.70 21.80 17.00 15.90 14.90 16.30 16.40 IB.30 20.16 21.30 22.20 
11.40 12.00 12.00 12.20 12.90 12.57 12.70 1S.80 13.68 14.80 15.58 
12.90 14.00 13.70 13.60 18.90 14.10 15.00 14.80 15.46 16.60 17.00 
13.40 14.20 14.20 14.00 14.00 14.90 16.40 17.80 16.66 17.80 18.20 
14.20 12.50 12.50 18.40 12.40 12.80 12.90 13.80 12.86 14.00 14.70 
11.60 12.80 12.90 12.80 14.80 14.60 14.60 15.40 13.66 14.70 16.20 
16.50 16.20 17.90 19.50 19.50 19.40 19.50 20.40 20.16 21.80 21.70 
17.90 19.50 19.50 19.40 18.90 18.80 18.90 21.80 19.86 21.80 22.70 
16.90 20.00 20.00 18.90 19.90 19.80 19.90 20.80 21.16 22.80 22.70 
18.50 13.55 13.50 18.40 12.90 13.25 13.85 14.25 14.61 15.76 17.90 
14.16 17.77 14.93 15.32 15.32 15.22 17.08 19.98 16.43 17.57 18.80 
16.90 16.10 17.10 15.60 17.70 17.80 17.90 19.80 18.66 19.80 19.70 
12.00 12.35 12.52 12.82 12.82 12.48 13.06 18.01 15.66 16.80 16.556 
12.40 12.50 12.50 18.40 18.40 18.30 18.90 14.80 15.16 16.30 16.70 
17.90 16.00 17.00 15.90 15.90 15.80 16.90 16.80 17.16 18.80 16.70 
18.30 16.50 16.50 13.80 18.50 15.20 13.50 15.50 17.16 18.80 18.20 
14.40 14.50 14.20 14.10 14.10 14.00 14.10 14.80 14.16 16.80 16.60 
11.90 18.20 12.08 12.68 12.90 12.70 18.10 14.00 14.36 15.50 15.90 
16.00 17.50 17.50 17.50 17.30 17.90 17.70 19.50 19.86 21.00 21.40 
15.90 16.00 15.90 15.20 15.00 15.50 14.40 15.30 15.46 16.60 16.19 
9.60 9.40 13.30 14.40 14.10 14.20 13.60 15.50 17.46 18.60 19.90 
16.80 17.00 17.50 18.25 17.40 18.80 18.90 19.80 20.16 21.80 21.70 
12.90 14.00 14.00 18.40 13.40 14.80 14.90 16.30 13.66r 14.80 15.70 
14.90 15.00 14.00 18.90 13.40 17.30 17.40 19.80 20.00 21.14 21.80 
14.80 16.85 16.30 16.20 16.20 18.30 18.40 19.30 19.66 20.80 21.20 
14.90 16.50 16.20 16.60 16.60 16.50 17.70 16.60 16.16 17.80 19.20 
14.90 16.50 15.90 16.00 15.30 15.60 15.70 15.80 16.76 17.90 15.70 
15.90 18.50 15.50 17.90 17.90 17.80 18.40 19.80 21.06 22.20 19.60 
11.40 16.20 16.20 12.90 12.90 18.80 18.90 19.80 14.66 15.80 16.20 
« 

«# «4Y « «V M9 
finery 
Garfield 
18.0 
17.0 
XO.0V/ XO.£U XV9OV 
17.90 19.60 19.50 19.40 
16.90 20.00 20.00 18.90 
A».ou JL9.«U is.eu Z0.40 20.16 21.30 21.70 
18.90 18.80 18.90 21.S0 19.86 21.80 22.70 
19.90 19.80 19.90 20.80 21.16 22.SO 22.70 
Qk*and 13.0 13.50 13.55 13.50 13.40 
Oranlte 14.3 14.16 17.77 14.93 15.32 
Iron 15.0 16.90 16.10 17.10 15.60 
Jordan 12.1 12.00 12.35 12.52 12.82 
Obab 13.0 12.40 12.50 12.50 13.40 
Kane 18.5 17.90 16.00 17.00 15.90 
Millard 13.5 13.90 16.50 16.50 13.80 
12 organ 12.8 14.40 14.50 14.20 14.10 
ITebo 13.9 11.90 13.20 12.03 12,68 
Ho. Sai^ ete 16.1 16.00 17.50 17.50 17.50 
So. SuasDlt 16.0 15.90 16.00 15.90 15.20 
Park City 12.0 9.60 9.40 13.30 14.40 
Piute 12.5 16.30 17.00 17.50 18.25 
Bioh 11.5 12.90 14.00 14.00 13.40 
San Jiian 16.0 14.90 15.00 14.00 13.90 
Serier 13.5 14.80 16.35 16.30 16.20 
So. Sanpete 15.0 14.90 16.50 16.20 16.60 
So. SuBDnit 15.1 14.90 16.50 15.90 15.00 
Tintio 16.0 15.90 18.50 15.50 17.90 
Tooele 11.3 11.40 16.20 16.20 12.90 
Uinteh 16.0 16.90 18.75 18.70 18.40 
IGuatoh 12.5 12.90 14.80 13.50 14.30 
iSksbington 16.0 16.30 18.00 21.00 20.60 
Wayne 21.0 19.90 20.90 20.80 18.50 
Weber 12.46 12.36 12.46 16.21 16.11 
Salt Lake Cily 13.1 13.00 13.60 14.70 14.60 
Ogden 15.3 15.90 16.50 16.50 16.40 
ProTo 15.0 14.90 15.50 16.00 15.90 
Logan 17.0 18.60 18.10 18.70 18.90 
l&irray 15.1 15.96 16.00 16.00 16.25 
Median 14.3 14.90 16.00 16.00 15.30 
Hi^ 24.8 24.70 21.80 21.00 20.60 
Lcnr 11.3 9.60 9.40 12.00 12.20 
^tfdi State Board of Education biennial reports. 
12.90 13.25 13.35 14.25 14.61 15.76 17.90 
15.32 16.22 17.08 19.98 16.43 17.57 18.80 
17.70 17.80 17.90 19.30 18.66 19.80 19.70 
12.82 12.43 19.06 13.01 15.66 16.80 16.556 
13.40 13.30 13.90 14.80 15.16 16.30 16.70 
15.90 15.80 16.90 16.80 17.16 18.30 18.70 
13.50 15.20 13.50 15.50 17.16 18.30 18.20 
14.10 14.00 14.10 14.80 14.16 15.30 16.60 
12.90 12.70 13.10 14.00 14.36 15.50 16.90 
17.30 17.90 17.70 19.50 19.86 21.00 21.40 « 
15.00 15.50 14.40 15.30 15.46 16.60 16.19 
14.10 14.20 13.60 15.50 17.46 18.60 19.90 
17.40 18.80 18.90 19.80 20.16 21.90 21.70 
13.40 14.80 14.90 16.30 13.66 14.80 15.70 
13.40 17.30 17.40 19.80 20.00 21.14 21.30 
16.20 18.30 18.40 19.30 19.66 20.80 21.20 
16.60 16.50 17.TO 16.60 16.16 17.30 19.20 
15.30 15.60 15.70 15.80 16.76 17.90 15.70 
17.90 17.80 18.40 19.30 21.06 22.20 19.60 
12.90 18.80 18.90 19.80 14.66 15.80 16.20 
18.40 18.20 18.40 19.30 19.66 17.00 22.20 
14.10 14.00 14.40 15.55 15.66 16.80 17.20 
20.40 19.80 20.90 20.80 21.86 23.00 21.70 
20.00 19.70 17.40 17.80 18.16 19.30 19.70 
16.11 16.51 16.61 14.95 14.51 15.65 16.28 
14.80 15.30 15.40 16.30 16.66 17.80 18.20 
16.40 16.30 16.40 17.30 17.66 18.80 20.20 
15.90 15.80 18.90 20.30 20.66 21.80 22.20 
18.90 18.80 18.90 19.80 20.66 21.80 22.70 
16.40 16.27 16.18 17.80 17.16 18.30 18.70 
15.30 15.80 16.61 17.30 17.16 17.90 18.70 
20.40 19.80 20.90 21.30 21.86 23.00 22.70 
12.40 12.30 12.70 13.01 12.86 14.00 14.70 

Table 15 - Continued 
TOTAL PROPERTY TAX LEVIES FOR ELEMENTARY AND HIGH SCHOOL PURPOSES 
IN UTAH BY THE STATE AND LOCAL DISTRICTS, 1923 - 1946 
Sohool 
Distrlot 1935 1936 1937 1988 19S9 1940 lS41 1942 1943 1944 1946 Median Hlrfi Loir 
Alpine 19.8 18.5 18.1 18.0 20.3 21.0 20.8 19.5 17.9 15.9 15.9 18.0 21.4 15.0 
Beaver . 22*3 20.5 20.1 20.0 21.9 21.8 21.5 20.2 18.6 18.4 18.9 20.2 24.8 14.9 
Box Elder 15.2 IS .9 14.5 14.3 16.5 17.1 16.8 16.8 16.4 14.2 18.9 14.2 18.9 11.4 
Caohe 17.1 15.8 17.2 16.9 17.9 17.7 18.0 16.7 15*1 14.9 16.9 15.5 18.0 12.9 
Carbon 19.8 16.7 18.6 18.5 19.5 19.3 19.0 19.7 16.1 17.9 19.9 17.3 19.9 12.0 
Daggett 14.3 11.0 12.6 13.5 14.9 18.3 18.0 16.7 12.1 14.9 14.9 13.5 18.3 11.0 
Davis 15.8 14.5 14.1 17.5 16.5 16.3 14,0 14.7 15.1 14.9 16.9 14.7 17.6 11.4 
Duchesne 21.3 20.0 19.6 19.5 20.5 20.3 20.0 18.7 17.1 16.9 16.9 19.5 21.7 16.2 
Emery 22.3 21.0 20.6 20.5 21.6 20.8 20.5 17.7 13.1 12.9 14.9 19.5 22.7 12.9 
Garfield 22.3 21.0 20.6 20.5 21.5 21.3 21.0 19.7 18.1 20.9 20.9 20.6 22.7 16.9 
Grand 18. 5 17, >4 16. 1 17. •8 18. >5 18, .0 18.2 16. 9 14, .6 14.4 14, .9 14, >6 18, .5 12. »9 
Granite 18. >4 17, .1 18, >0 18, .4 19, ,0 20, .4 20.4 19. 1 19. •1 17.3 20, .9 17. 8 20.9 14, >2 
Iron 17, .8 16. ,0 17, .6 18, .5 19, .5 19. 3 20.0 17. 7 18, .1 17.8 18, .6 17, .8 20, >0 15.0 
Jordan 15, >8 12.8 12.6 14. ,0 14, >3 12.8 12.3 10. 3 7. 7 7.1 8.3 12, .8 16.8 7.1 
Jtub 16.3 15, 0 14.6 15, >0 16.0 16, .8 16.5 16. 7 16.1 16.9 18, .9 15.0 18, .9 12. 4 
Kane 18, 3 17.0 16, .7 16 .5 17, .5 18 .3 20.0 17. 7 16, .1 13.9 15, .9 17.0 20.0 13.9 
Millard 17.8 16 .4 16, .1 16, .0 17, .0 18 .8 16.5 15. 2 15, .1 12.9 12, .9 16 .0 18 .8 12, .9 
Mcrgan 18, .5 14, .5 18, .9 16 .8 18 .2 17 .9 18.5 le. 7 15, .1 14.9 17 .5 14 .9 18 .9 12, .9 
Kebo 15, .5 15 .5 16 .6 16 .5 17 .5 17 .3 17.0 18. 0 15 .8 15.0 15, .9 15 .5 18, .0 11, .9 
No. Sanpete 21 .0 19 .0 18, >6 21 .5 19 .9 19 .8 19.6 18. 2 16 .6 16.4 17 .4 18, .2 21 .5 16 .0 
No. Sumnit 15, .3 14 .3 14 .7 15 •2 16 .5 16 .3 16.0 14. 7 15 .1 13.5 15 .9 15 .5 16 .6 13, .5 
Park City 16 .8 17 .3 17 •3 16 .8 19 .0 19 .5 21.0 21. 7 22 .1 21.1 21 .7 17 .3 22 .1 9 .6 
Piute 21 .3 20 .0 19 .6 19 .5 20 .5 20 .3 21.0 22. 7 21 .1 20.0 22 .9 20 .0 22 .9 12 .5 
Rich 14 .8 14 .0 15 .6 15 .0 17 .5 16 .7 16.4 15.1 is .5 13.3 16 .9 14 17 .5 11 .5 
San Juan 20 .9 19 .6 19 .2 19 .1 20 .1 19 .9 19.6 18.3 15 .1 14.9 16 .9 18 .3 21 .3 13 .4 
Sevier 18 .8 17 .5 17 .1 17 .0 18 .0 17 .8 18.5 17. .2 15 .6 16.4 17 .4 17 .4 21 .2 13 .5 
So. Sanpete 18 .8 17 .5 18 .1 18 .0 20 .0 19 .8 20.1 20. 4 18 .5 16.8 19 .9 17 .5 20 .4 14 .9 
So. Summit 18 .5 17 .0 18 .9 18 .5 20 .5 18 .8 18.9 17, ,8 16 .1 15.8 17 .8 16 .5 20 .5 14 .9 
Tintic 19 .2 19 .0 18 .6 21 .0 21 .9 21 .8 21.5 20. ,2 18 .6 18.4 18 .4 18 .6 22 .2 15 .5 
Tooele 15 .8 14 .5 15 .1 15 .0 16 .0 15 .8 15.5 14. ,2 13 .1 12.9 IS .9 15 .1 19 .8 11 .3 

Duehesna 21 .3 20 .0 19 .6 19 .5 20 .5 20 .3 20 .0 18. ,7 17. ;1 16 .9 16 •9 19 • 5 21 4? 16.2 
Emery 22 .3 21 .0 20 .6 20 .5 21 .5 20 .8 20 .5 17. ,7 13. ,1 12 .9 14 •9 19 • 5 22 .7 12.9 
Garfield 22 .3 21 .0 20 •6 20 .5 21 .5 21 .3 21 .0 19. ,7 18. ,1 20 .9 20 •9 20 • 6 22 .7 16.9 
Grand 18 .5 17 .4 16 .1 17 .8 18 .3 18 .0 18 .2 16. ,9 14, ,6 14 .4 14 .9 14 .6 18 .5 12.9 
Granite 18 .4 17 .1 18 .0 18 .4 19 .0 20 .4 20 .4 19. ,1 19, ,1 17 • 3 20 •9 17 •8 20 •9 14.2 
Iron 17 .8 16 .0 17 .6 18 .5 19 .5 19 .3 20 .0 17. ,7 18.1 17 .8 18 .6 17 .8 20 .0 15.0 
Jordan 15 .8 12 .8 12 .6 14 .0 14 .3 12 .8 12 .3 10, ,S 7, ,7 7 .1 8 .S 12 •8 16 .8 7.1 
Jtiab 16 .3 15 .0 14 .6 15 .0 16 .0 16 .8 16 .5 16. ,7 16, ,1 16 .9 18 •9 15 .0 18 .9 12.4 
Kane 18 .3 17 .0 16 .7 16 .5 17 .5 18 .3 20 .0 17, ,7 16, ,1 13 .9 15 .9 17.0 20 .0 13.9 
Millard 17 .8 16 .4 16 .1 16 .0 17 .0 18 .8 16 .5 15, ,2 13, 1 12 .9 12 .9 16 •0 18 .8 12.9 
Mcrgsm 18 .5 14 •5 18 .9 16 .8 18 .2 17 •9 18 .5 le. 7 15. .1 14 .9 17 .5 14 .9 18 .9 12.9 
Nebo 15 .5 15 .5 16 .6 16 .5 17 .5 17 .3 17.0 18. 0 15. 8 15 .0 15 .9 15 .5 18 .0 11.9 
No. Sanpete 21 .0 18 .0 18 •6 21 .5 19 .9 19 .8 19 .5 18. 2 16. 6 16 .4 17 .4 18 .2 21 .5 16.0 
Ko. Sunrnit 15 .3 14 .3 14 .7 15 .2 16 .5 16 .3 16 .0 14. 7 15. 1 13 .5 15 .9 15 .5 16 .6 13.5 
Park City 16 .8 17 .3 17 •3 16 .8 19 .0 19 .5 21 .0 21. 7 22.1 21 .1 21 .7 17 •3 22 .1 9.6 
Piute 21 .3 20 .0 19 .6 19 .5 20 .5 20 .3 21 .0 22. 7 21. ,1 20 .0 22 .9 20 .0 22 .9 12.5 
Rich 14 .8 14 .0 15 .6 15 .0 17 .5 16 .7 16 .4 15. 1 13. 5 13 .3 16 .9 14 •8 17 .5 11.5 
San Juan 20 .9 19 .6 19 .2 19 .1 20 .1 19 .9 19 .6 18. 3 15. 1 14 .9 16 .9 18 .3 21 .3 13.4 
Sevier 18 .8 17 .5 17 .1 17 .0 18 .0 17 .8 18 .5 17. 2 15. 6 16 .4 17 .4 17 .4 21 .2 13.5 
So. Sanpete 18 .8 17 .5 18 .1 18 .0 20 .0 19 .8 20 .1 20. 4 18. 5 16 .8 19 .9 17 .5 20 .4 14.9 
So. Sumnit 18 .3 17 .0 18 .9 18 .5 20 .5 18 .8 18 .9 17. 8 16. 1 15 .8 17 .8 16 .5 20 .5 14.9 
Tintio 19 ,2 19 .0 18 .6 21 .0 21 .9 21 .8 21 • 5 20. 2 18. 6 18 .4 18 .4 18 .6 22 .2 15.5 
Tooele 15 .8 14 .5 15 .1 15 .0 16 .0 15 .8 15 .5 14. 2 13. 1 12 .9 13 .9 15 .1 19 .8 U.5 
Uintah 21 .8 20 .5 20 .1 21 .5 22, >5 22 .3 21 .7 21. 0 19. 4 19 .2 19 .4 19, .4 22 .5 16.0 
Wasatoh 16 15 .5 15 .1 17, .0 18 .0 17 .8 17 .5 17. 2 15, 6 15 .4 15 .4 15, .5 18, .0 12.5 
Washington 21 .3 21 .5 23 .6 23, .5 23 .5 23 .3 23 .0 21. 7 19. 1 18, .9 19, .9 21 .0 23, .6 16.0 
Wayne 22 .3 18 .0 17 .6 17 .5 18 .5 18 .3 18 .0 16. 7 15. 1 17 .4 19 .9 18 .5 22 .3 15.1 
ffeber 15 .8 14, .9 17 .7 17 .6 18, .5 18 .3 18 .2 17. 9 16. 3 16 .3 18 .4 16 .3 18, .5 12.4 
Salt lake Cily 18 .5 17 .4 19 .4 19 .0 19 .3 19 .3 19 .3 17. 9 16. 7 16 .5 19, .9 16, .7 19, .9 13.0 
Ogden 18 .6 19 .4 21 .6 21 .3 21, .2 21 .0 20, .5 19. 0 17. 4 17 .2 18, .2 18, .7 21, .6 15.3 
ProTo 20 .3 19 .0 18, .6 21 .0 22, .0 23, .3 23.0 21. 7 20. 1 19, .9 23, .4 20.1 23, .4 14.9 
Logan 2Z< .8 20.0 20, .6 20, .5 20, .9 20 .8 20, .5 20. 2 17. 6 17, .4 17 .4 19, .8 22, .8 17,0 
Murray 17 .3 16 .0 16 .6 16 .5 17 .8 17 .3 18 .0 16. 7 16. 1 15, ^9 17, .9 16, .5 18, .7 15.1 
Median 18, .4 17.1 17 .7 17, .8 19, .0 18, .8 19, .0 17. 8 16. 1 16, .3 17 .5 
High 22 .8 21, .5 23 .6 23, .5 23, .5 23 .3 23.0 22. 7 22. 1 21.1 23.4 
Lonr 14, .3 11, .0 12, .6 13, >5 14. ,3 12, .8 12, .3 10. 3 7. 7 7.1 8.3 
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highest and lowest total levy for any one year ranged between 
7*^  mills in 1929 to 1^ .1 mills for 192^  and 
The highest mazimum levy for any sohool district through 
the period was and the lowest maximum was 16«6 (oolimns 
at rightf Table 1^ )« The highest minimum levy for any dia> 
triot was 17 mills and the lowest minimum was Jm06 mills* 
The greatest spread in the leTiee for any one district dur­
ing the 23 years was 12*^  mills for park Oity* The narrowed 
spread for any one district was 3*1 mills for Korth Summit* 
These districts are in the same ooiznty* 
D* Total Levies on Rural Property 
1* Total permissive property tag levies on property outside 
cities and towns 
Owing to the great diversity of olassifioat ions and 
overlapping periods of time whioh characterize the history 
of the permissive levies of the various taxing units no 
attempt is made to traoe chronologically throughout the 
period of this study the changing pattern of total rates 
which may be levied against the property which lies outside 
cities and towns for all purposes* However« the maximum 
levy permitted at the beginning of the state's history and 
that whioh prevailed dicing 19^ 5 presented in Table 16* 
That portion of the state's levy whioh is specifically 
56 
Table 16 
TOTAL mumn PERMISSIVE PROPJRTY TAX LHVIES 
OS PROPHlTy OUTSIDE CITIES AND TOTINS 
1898 
Taxirig Units 
Assessed Valuation Per County 
$2,000,000 57,000,000 
Less than 
12,000,000 
mills 
to to 
More 
than 
$7,000,000 $12,000,000 $12,000,000 
mills mills mills 
By the state 8«0 
For County Puip oses 5,0 
By Local School Districts 6*5 
TOTAL LEGAL LEVIES 19*5 
8.0 
5.0 
6.5 
19.5 
8.0 
5.0 
6.5 
19.5 
8.0 
5.0 
6.5 
19.5 
1945 Assessed Valuation Per County 
12,000,000 14,000,000 #7,000,000 More 
Less than to to to thesi 
12,000,000 $4,000,000 $7,000,000 $12,000,000 $12,000,000 
mills nills mills mills mills 
By -the State 2*6^ 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 
For Coun-ty Pur. 24.5 23.2 21.5 20.9 19.5 
By Local School 
District 14.0 14.0 14.0 tb.l6.52 14.0 14,0 
TOTAL LI»AL 
LCVIES 41.10 S9.8 38.1 to 40.6 37.5 36,10 
^Tbe state may levy an additional amount for schools, sufficient, when 
added to other funds, to loake $30 per school child. 
^Beaver County School Distriot is fixed at 16.5 by reason of their 
1922 le-py. 
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limited has been greatly reduced during the nearly fifty 
years of statehood* However, there are a number of per­
missive levies whioh the state may malce for whioh no precise 
ceiling is provided, such as debt service and levies for 
school purpoees* There is a limitation on the latter item 
in the form of a maximum amount of money which may be raised 
by the state for each school child* 
The levy permitted counties is from four to five times 
as high as it was when the state was admitted to the Union* 
The maximum levy permitted the local school districts 
has more than doubled. 
2« Actual levies on all property outside cities and towns 
The total levy ©]& rural property for all purposes in 
Utah during the last thirty years increased consistently 
ixntil the depression yeari; of 193^ » when the median levy was 
2S#2 millsjj, (Table 17)« Since 193^  the median levy has 
been below this figure most of the time* However, in the 
years 19^ 0 and 19'^ 5» "the median levies reached 2S*5 
2i»S mills respectively* 
The greatest disparity in levies occurred in 19^  and 
1$^  ^when there was a difference of more than twenty mills 
between the highest and lowest total levy^  (Figure ^ )» 
Those counties which wete at or near the top in total 
levies on property outside towns were those with large areas 
NOTE TO USERS 
Oversize maps and charts are microfilmed in 
sections in the following manner: 
LEFT TO RIGHT, TOP TO BOTTOM, WITH 
SMALL OVERLAPS 
This reproduction is the best copy available. 
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Sotal Lovios Bor ill Poapoaes oa Bxral properly of Utah, By Couatiea 
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1933 32.5 20.8 27.2 29.6 .^5 22.92 36.8 32.3 36.6 30.0 29.8 
19]^  33.7 a.58 27.85 31.8 .^7 25.43 37.0 32.8 35.5 31.6 28.4 
1935 31-6 21.58 28*6 30.8 .^0 .^92 26.5 32.2 37.5 32.0 26.4 
1936 29.7 18.00 22.87 25.50 I8.5 a.4i 33.0 29.7 .^0 28.4 22.0 
1937 29.63 18.73 .^88 27.03 a.13 a. 80 36.0 30.05 .^0 29.93 23.63 
1938 29.5 18.59 25.0 27.5 22.0 23.65 36.0 33.8 36.0 31.6 26.0 
1939 32.9 23.29 27.3 30.5 26.4 26.05 36.0 3^ .3 36.9 30.5 27.9 
19>«5 30.65 22.^  27.7 29.U 29-15 26.3 37.0 33.3 36.9 29.75 27.15 
i 19^ 1 30-7 23.€^  28.25 29.0 28.7 .^25 35.5 32.85 36.45 29.9 29.3 
: 19^ 2 27.0 22.1 26.25 29.0 26.7 22.6 32.2 29.1 3^ .95 .^7 
19*^ 3 27.3 a.7 2^ .6 25.0 a.i 23.1 37.0 25,4 35.1 a.8 .^6 
igVt 26.H 20.15 2)^ .65 27.3 23.9 22.65 36.8 24.1 38.4 24.1 25.0 
; 1^ 5 28.0 27.^  ^ 28^ 0 31»3 25.0 27.05 34.2 28.85 39.5 26.9 28.0 
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27.3 21.9 
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.^6 30,5 a.8 
26.7 28.0 .^6 S7.9 27.2 
25.8 .^0 .^5 26,7 25.0 
28.2 27.0 25.9 28.5 26.2 
26.5 27.D 23.66 27.96 23.5 
27.6 .^0 25.8 3L.5 22.8 
27.5 31.0 25.3 32.0 23.3 
27.7 3L.0 25.3 30.6 .^3 
23.5 26.0 28.3 28.1 19.0 
25.63 27.0 25.03 30.73 20.1: 
29.0 27.0 25.15 30.07 19.5 
26.9 27.0 29.83 36.1 23.9 
26.65 27.0 28.25 ]^ .95 23.9 
28.2 25.0 28.15 35.0 •^2 
25,2 22.0 25.7 35.9 22,2 
27.1 20.5 .^1 33.1 22.2 
26.9 20.6 ,^9 35.3 22.0 
30.0 25.6 29.0 jr. 2 27.3 
21.7 
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19.5 
25.17 
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.^0 21.9 
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35.0 25.0 
25.0 
e?.! z3.y» ai».l 7 .^8 27.3 
21.9 29.7 28.0 .^3 ^•1 :^ .2 16.5 
.^3 31.3 32.5 ^•9 25.17 33.0 19.75 
20.^  :^ .3 32.0 25.9 25.^  3»».3 19.2 
£*J.0 33.7 30.7 2l *^62 .^6 33.7 19.9 
23.8 33.2 32,0 •^2 .^2 33.2 19.0 
33.1 a.o .^3 26.8 33.8 19*8 
2 .^8 •^0 29.0 26.7 .^0 19*0 
25.95 33.8 30.0 25.76 27.7 36.2 ,19.9 
25.96 33.8 26.5 25.66 26.5 36.i»6 19.76 
27.0 29.0 23.88 28.^  36.8 20.8 
27.1^  30.0 2^ ,28 3.2 27.0 21.58 
26.9 31.5 23.716 27.0 37.5 a.58 
23.5 32.7 28.5 19.92 23.7 .^0 18.0 
25.13 36.73 33.0 23.53 26.5 36.5 18.23 
27.0 36.6 32.0 25, 26.H 36.6 18.59 
29.U 37.2 33.0 27.7 28.9 37.2 23.0 
28.55 37.35 33.0 28.55 28.55 37.35 20.35 
28.2 36.9 30.0 27.72 28.7 36.7 19.7 
27.16 .^9 28.6 26.62 26.7 35.9 17.0 
25,6 32.98 29.1 25.02 25.^  37.0 15.25 
25.^  ^ 33.5 29.3 .^05 25.15 38.^  1^ .91 
26.5 38.7 35.0 27.55 28.8 39.5 17.95 
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FIGURE 4. Total Tax Levies on Rural Property. Utah. 1916-1945 
60. 
and low aaaessad property value* This resulted in relatively 
high levies for both county and school purposss# 
K. Property Tax Levies For City And Town Purposes 
1. Maximum permissive levies for city and town purposes 
The state constitution in 1S96* Article XIII« section 
gave to the legislature the right to vest in the corporate 
authorities of the oounties» citiesf and towns the power to 
assesB and levy taxes* 
The legislatiire in IS96 limited the amount of the city 
levy for schools to four mills and for libraries to 0»3 V3 
mill 89 Table 18. 
The law made no difference In maximum levies as between 
different classes of towns until 189^  when the towns were 
limited to 2*3 mills for general purposes while the other 
muniolpallties could levy five mills. The legislatuxe of 
1898 provided very liberal limits for all purposes* These 
permissive levies totaled 33*0 mille in all citleo and 3^ *3 
for towns until 191^ « In this yesor the maximum levies were 
drast ically reduced* 
F^ om 1917 until the present time the maximum levies 
permitted by law inoraased steadily. They range now from 
20 mills for towns to mills for cities of the third class* 
Not only have maximum levies increased but the purposes for 
61. 
Table 18 
MAXIMUM LEGAL PROPERTY TAX LEVIES 
FOR CITY AHD TOWN PURPOSES 
Cities of 
the First 
Class 
Seoond Class Cities 
More than Less than 
20,000 20.000 
Cities of 
the Third 
Class Towns 
mills mills mills mills mills 
1896 to 18981 
Schools 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Libraries 0,3 1/3 0.3 1/3 0.3 1/3 0.3 1/3 0.3 1/3 
TOTAL LEGAL 
LEVIES 4,3 1/3 4.3 1/3 4.3 1/3 4.3 1/3 
<
 
i-t to .
 
1898 to 1915 
Contingent Expenses 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 2.5® 
Ifoter Faolllties 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 
Streets and 
Sidewalks 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Sewers St Drains 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Other Utilities 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 
TOTAL LEGAL 
LEVIES ^ 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 32.5 
1915 to 19171® 
Contingent Expenses 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4 to 6 
iftiter Work a & Irrig . 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Streets & Walks 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Sewers & Drains 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Gas^ Elootrie 
Lights ft Baths 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 
TOTAL I^OAL 
LEVIES 13.5 13.5 13.5 13.5 4 to 6 
62. 
Table 18 > oontinued p* 2 
Cities of 
the First 
geppnd Class Cities Cities of 
Uore than Less than the Third 
Class 20.000 20j000 Class Towns 
mills mills mills mills mills 
1917 to 1929 t® 
Contingent Expenses 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 4 to 1 
Tlkter tfcrks 1.5 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
Streets ft lAilks 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Sewers & Drains 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
OaSf Eleotrio 
Li^ts ft Baths 2.0 3.6 3.5 3.5 1.0 
Spec* Xmproreaent 
Guarantee Fund® 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Libraries ft Oyn .6 2/3 1.0 1.0 1.0 or 1.3 1.0 or 1.3 
TOTAL LEGAL 
15.1 2/3 LEVIES 15.5 15.5 15.5 0*15.8 10. cr 12.i 
1929 to 19351® 
Contingent Expenses 2.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 4 or < 
Ifater ft Irrig. 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
S'breets ft Walks 3.0 3.0 5.0 5.0 
Severs ft Drains 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Gas, Eleotrio 
Lights* Baths 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 
Hall's ft Ifenorials 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 
Libraries ft %n8 -0.6 2/3 1.0 1.0 1.0 or 1.3 1.0 or 1.3 
Special Quarantee 
Fund 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
TOTAL LS(UL 
LEVIES 21,1 2/5 21.5 26«5 26*5 or 26*8 10*0 or 16*9 
63* 
Table 18 - ooaatlnues p. 3 
1955 to 19451 
Cities of 
the First 
ClasB 
mills 
,Seoond Class Cities Cities of 
More than Less 'tliair the Third 
Class Towns 20.000 
mills 
20^ 000 
mills mills mills 
Contii^;eQt Expenses 3*0 3*0 
Ckineral Purposes 
Wkter Vorkfi, Irrig. 4*0 4*0 
Streets & 'Pfeilks 3*0 3*0 
Paries ft Pub* Prop. 2*0 2*0 
Sewers ft Drains 2*0 2«0 
Pub* Affairs ft Fin* 2*0 2*0 
Gas. Eleot.f Bath 3*5 3*5 
Public Safely 5*0 5*0 
Halls ft ISfemorials 5*0 5*0 
City. Auditor 0*5 0*5 
Ziibraiies ft Gym ' 0*6 z/t 1*0 
Speo* 
Guarantee Fund 1«0 1*0 
5.0 
4,0 
5.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
3.5 
5.0 
5.0 
0.5 
IfO 
1.0 
1.0 cr 
5.0 
4.0 
5.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
3.5 
5.0 
5.0 
0.5 
1.8 
1.0 
4*0 to 6.0 
4.0 
1.0'dr 1.3 
1.0 
TOTAL LEOAL 
LEVIES 9 31.6 2/3 32.0 36.0 36.0 or 36.3 10*0 cp 12*3 
19451 
Contingent £xp. 3.0 
General Purposes 
Water Works, Irrig. 4.0 
Streets ft Walks 3.0 
Parks ft Pub. Prop. . 2.0 
Pub. Affairs ft Fin. 2.0 
Sewers ft Drains 2.0 
Gas, Sleot., Baths 3.5 
Public Safety 5.0 
Halls ft Uemorials 5.0 
Ci-ty Auditor 0.5 
Ut^aries ft Gyms 
Spec. Ii^rovesient 
Guarantee Fund 
Hospltals^^ 
Heserve Fund f« 
Public Works 
1.0 
0.75 
3.0 
4.0 
3.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
3.5 
5.0 
5.0 
0.5 
0.66 2/5 1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
5.0 
4.0 
5.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
3.5 
5.0 
5.0 
0.6 
1.0 
1.0 
1.5 
13 
5.0 
4.0 
5.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
3.5 
5.0 
5.0 
0.5 
2.0 
1.0 
5.0 
2.0 
11 
4.0 to 6.0 
2.0 
1.0 
5.0 
2.0 
TOTAL LEGAL 
LEVIES 32.41 2/3 33.0 37.5 44.0 18.0 or 20.0 
^Olties of the first olasa Included those with a population 
of 50,000 or more. Oitiee of the second class include those 
with a population between 7»000 and 50,000. Cities of the 
third class and towns have a population of lees than 7,000. 
(R S 1933 - Title 15, Chapter 1, Section 1) 
^Utah Session Laws Ohap. 11, Sec. 253-255, Ohap. 17, 
sec. 299-311. 
^If 2/3 of electors vote favorably the levy might be in­
creased to 5«0 mills. Also gave authority for local im­
provements if 2/3 electors vote for it. 
^tah Session Laws 1915, P« 192-195- water and eleo^ 
triolty in towns a levy in excess of four mills requires 
an election. 
^tah Session Laws 1917, p. ^33, and Sec. 7^6 x 13 and 
sec. 3710. 
g 
In order to get a gymnasium a petition of 1,000 voters in 
cities of the first clasft and 250 voters in cities of the 
second class in order to make maxiimm levy. 
^Utah Session Laws 1919. The maxiaium for libraries in oitiee 
of the third class and towns was increased to two mills and 
for librariea and gysjnaslum combined 2,5 mills provided two 
percent of electors petition and a special election favors 
it. 
®Utah Session Laws 1929, p. ^5, 8®o. 67!. 
^Cities may levy five mills provided this does not make the 
total levy more than lt5,5 mills in cities of the first 
class and 21.5 lallls cities of the second class with 
population between 7,000 and 20,000. 
^^ Utah Session Laws 1935, chap. 25. 
^^tah Session Laws 19^t5, chap. 51, seo- 2 and 10. 
^^Utah Session Laws 19^ 5, chap. 112, sec. 2 azid 3. 
65 
Utah Session Laws 19^5* ohap. 113, 8®o« 2. For the years 
19^5 and 19^6 all tax bodies of the state were enipowexed 
to Bake a levy fox post^wax oonstxuotion of buildings, 
othex publio pxo^ects and purposes. CJlasslfioation of 
cities does not follow in the oategoxles set up fox othex 
levies. 01 ties with an assessed valtiation between #12.5 
million and #50 million were limited to one mill; those 
between $5 oillion and #12.5 million might levy 1.5; 
those below $5 millions, two mills. 
•k 
tJtah Session Laws 19^5» chap. A provision was made to 
tax fox establishment of airports without fixing limita-> 
tion thereon. Also, despite the totals shown in this 
table the overall limitation stated In footnote 9 above 
still applied. 
60. 
vhloh oitias aay layy property taxes have aultipXied* 
£• Actual levlea 
The data on levies for eity and town purposes tias been 
broken dovn into tbree aain divisions; viz*» the three larger 
oitiea# Salt liake City# Ogden and Provo# the levies of nhioh 
were presented individually; seoond# Brlghsa Oity« Logan and 
Murray whioh have had aunioipal power plants for some time; 
and the other towns* of whioh there were aore than I90 aaking 
property tax levies during the later years of the study* The 
aedian levy for the latter group is pEresented for each of the 
last thirty years. (Table I9 and Figure 3). The weighted 
average for eaoh year is also shown for all oities and towns 
sines 1923* These two series show different trends* 
The median of the smaller towns inoreases from a low of 
6*25 mills in 19I6 to 12 mills in 1924* It remained at this 
level for twelve years after whioh it dropped to eleven 
Bills and then to ten mills where it remains* This tendenoy 
for town levies to stabilise or even decline is interesting 
when considered along with the opposite tendenoy of oounty 
levies in those counties in whioh there are no large oities* 
On the other hand# the weighted average of all oities and 
towns shows a steady inorease reflecting the tendenoy of the 
larger oities to increase their levies* This movement also 
aooompanies a tendenoy for the levies of counties in whicdi 
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Table 19^ 
PROPERTY TAX LEVIES FOR CITY AHD TOVra PURPOSES IN UTAH, 1916-1945 
(mills) 
ureighted 
Avg. of Uedian 
Tear 
Salt Lake 
City ORden Prove Brigham LoRan Mturray 
All 
Cities t 
Toffns 
of 
Other 
Towns 
Range for other 
Munioipalities 
High Lam 
1916 6.50 6.75 8.3 . 5.7 12.10 9.0 6.25 18.50 1.50 
1917 6.76 7.25 8.0 5.7 9.00 7.0 6.25 20.00 1.75 
1918 6.75 7.25 8.5 18.7 9.00 7.5 7.80 20.00 1.00 
1919 7.00 8.05 9.0 12.25 12.50 9.5 8.00 26.50 2<00 
1920 11.00 8.05 12.5 15.0 12.50 10.5 10.00 24.00 2.00 
1921 10.80 8.05 12.5 14.5 12.50 12.7 10.00 30.00 2.00 
1922 11.40 9.60 12.5 14.0 12.00 11.5 11.00 26.73 9.nr» 
1923 11,30 10.00 12.1 14.0 13.00 10.5 11.39 11.00 26.50 3.00 
1924 11.30 11.00 12.0 18.0 14.00 10.5 11.43 12.00 24.80 3.00 
1925 11.30 11.00 12.0 16.5 16.75 10.5 11.61 12.00 24.00 3.00 
1926 11.40 11.00 12.5 16.0 16.75 10.5 11.85 12.00 31.00 3.00 
1927 11.10 11.00 12.5 16.0 16.75 10.5 11.61 12.00 30.00 1.00 
1928 11.10 11.00 14.5 16.0 16.75 10.5 11.66 12.00 30.00 1.00 
1929 11.70 11.00 15.5 16.0 16.75 11.0 12.16 12.00 28.00 1.00 
1930 11.70 12.00 15.3 15.0 16.75 11.0 12.30 12.00 28.00 1.00 
1931 12.10 12.00 15.3 13.0 16.00 11.0 12.38 12.00 30.00 1,00 
1932 12.10 13.46 15.3 7.0 16.00 11.0 12.41 12.00 30,00 1.00 
1933 12.10 13.46 15.3 7.0 16.00 11.0 12.43 12.00 30.00 1.50 
1934 13.10 13.46 19.0 7.0 16.00 11.0 13.21 12.00 30.00 1.50 
1935 13.10 13.00 17.5 7.0 16.00 11.0 13.12 12.00 30.00 1.50 
1936 14.48 13.00 18.0 7.0 15.00 11.0 13.86 10.00 30.00 1.50 
1937 16.034 13.00 18.0 7.0 12.00 11.0 • 14.62 10.00 24.00 2.00 
1938 15.50 13.50 18.0 7.0 12.00 11.0 14.45 10.00 25.00 1.25 
1939 15.20 13.50 18.0 7.0 12.00 11.0 14.33 11.50 25.00 2.00 
1940 15.40 13.50 18.0 7.0 12.00 11.0 14.43 10.00 25.00 2.00 
1941 15.45 13.50 18.0 7.0 11.50 11.0 14.38 10.00 25.00 1.00 
1942 15.30 13.50 18.0 7.0 11.50 11.0 14.30 10.00 28.00 1.00 
1943 15.30 13.50 18.0 7.0 11.50 11.0 14.06 10.00 28.00 2.00 
1944 16.70 18.50 18.5 7.0 11.50 11.0 15.53 10.00 33.00 1.00 
1945 17.45 17.50 21.5 7.0 11.50 11.0 15.99 10.00 28.00 1.00 
^Utah State Tax Comnission Reports, 1916-1945.-
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these larger cities are located to remain highly stabilized 
at levels well below the aver^ ige of all counties* This would 
sxjggeet that the larger cities may be performing some of the 
services which are taJcen over by the counties in the outlying 
districts* Those instances where levies of individual cities 
exceeded the meuiimua legal levy aa shown in subsection 1 of 
this division may be accounted for by levies for debt service# 
There is no levy limitation for debt service# 
salt Lake Oityi Ogden» and Prove. 
The levies of Salt Lake City and Ogden have increased 
right together beginning at about six mills and ending at 
seventeen millsj indicating the presence of similar factors 
operating vithin these cities* The level for Provo nas been 
consistently higher all throxigh this thirty year period be­
ginning at eight mills and reaching 21*5 aiUs in 19^ 5»^  
The Pities with Municipal Power Plants* 
In Brigham City the levy increased during the first half 
of the period studied* much as it did in the three cities 
mentioned above* After Brigham City* s bonds were retired^  
however, the rate fell to seven mills where it has remained. 
The levy for city purposes was higher in Logan in I9I6 
than in any of the other principal cities in Utah and 
h^ile provo has acquired a municipal power plant recently, 
some of the bonds which were floated in its acquisition are 
still outstanding. Hence# its levies have not been reduced 
as they have in those other cities where mujicipal power 
plants have been operating longer. 
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Increa^ ad until 1^ 2^  when a lery oi 16»7^  mills vvas made* 
This same levy was made for six years when the reduction of 
debt permitted a corresponding reduction in levy* This 
downward trend continued until an eleven mill levy was 
reached ia l^ r^l* This rcte has continued to the pxe^ ent 
time* 
Murray's levy for city purposes was nine mills in l^ do* 
It declined to seven mills and then increased to 12.7 mills 
by 1$21. The next year it was reduced one mill and has ro-
aalned at ten or eleven mills since* 
One of the revealing aspects of the study of levies for 
city purposes is the great difference in the amount of the 
levy imposed by the various towns in the state* Towns 
located in certain counties levy higher taxes than those 
located in other counties# In the earlier yesjcs covered by 
the study the towns in Csirbon and Garfield Counties were 
generally high while towns in Box Elder and Davis Cour/ties 
were below the average# During the later years covered by 
the study* some towns in these same counties remained in th® 
same levy categories as in the earlier period but in addition* 
isolated towns in many sections increased their levies for 
various reasons to levels considerably above the average# As 
examples# three towns in Dachesne Oounty—Duchesne» Hytong 
and Roosevelt—have been near the top for the last five years; 
Garland in Box Elder County has had a relatively high levy 
?!• 
during the last few years* This is also true of Eureka in 
Juab County# Delta in Millard County * Gunnison in Sanpete 
County, Tooele in Tooele County# Riohfieldj Salina# Joseph 
and Kooaharem in Sevier County# Randolph in Rich County^  
Park Oity in Summit County; Lehi# Payson# Spanish Fork# 
Springville and Santaquin in Utah Coiinty# Kanab in Kane 
County# Parowan and Cedar City in Iron County* 
The levies for oity piirposes are not uniformly high or 
low in each county* In Carbon County# for example* soofield 
and Wellington have placed near the top in levies for city 
purposes through a oonalderable part of the thirty-ysar 
period covered by the study# while aunnyside and Hiawatha 
have been right at or near the bottom over a considerable 
period of time* 
Throughout the thirty-year period studied# levies for 
oity purposes of some outlying towns have been from two to 
throe times as high as the levies of any of the six larger 
cities* 
F» Total Property Tax Levies On Property Within Cities 
And Towns 
1* The maximum permissive property tax levies on city and 
town property* 
The picture of total permissive levies on oity and town 
property at the beginning of the state's history and for 19^ 5 
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la pr«8snted in TaDle 20* They liave tripledf and is addition* 
X»viefi for apeoial purposes may be made for vbioh no iiiait 
has been set.* 
The same ohange has oooorred in the state portion as was 
ohserYed in part one of section 0. The same ia largely true 
of the oounty levies* Hovever* here* the ootmtiea in moat 
oategories are the larger ooimties (on baais of veaXth) and 
henoe the levieB are lover. 
The principal differenoe betveen the levies of the two 
periods is in that permitted for oity and tons purposes. 
Here* the rates are from five to ten times as high. 
The levies permitted for sohools are from two to three 
times as high in 19^ 3 as for 1696 in cities and towns* 
£. Aotual levies* 
The total levies for urban property fall in the ssjBe 
three oategories mentioned in the section on levies for oity 
purpoues only; vis.* Salt Lake City* Ogden* and Provo}^  
Brighem City* Logan* tturray; and "other* towns. 
Total levies for salt Lake Oity* Ogden* and provo 
foUov the same pattern as levies for city purposes only* 
They have shown a steady and consistent rise throi^ hout the 
thirty*year period. Levies for both salt Lake City and 
P^rovo was not included with the second group because htxr 
municipal plant was a0(|uired so recently. 
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Yabl« SO 
irmwjs mKtiss-m prowjmt tax isms ca cm 
AJ® icm PStPBRTY FOR AIL PPHPCSBS 
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 ^tho Stato 2*0 
For Conntgr lurposaa 19»S 
For Cily Porpoaea 52*41 
By LocaI SohocklS 1S«0*I7*0 
Towns 
sn; 
1896 
By the State 840 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 
For Coantgr Polioses 6#0 8.0 6«0 8.0 6.0 
For City Purposes 4*39 4*83 4*88 4.88 4.38 
By Looal Sohoola 6,S 8.8 6.8 8.8 6.8 
TOTAL ISOAl LETT 23.88 28.83 28.83 23.88 29*83 
2*6 2*6 2.6 
19*6 19.S 19«6-t4«8 19«5-24«5 
33*0 S7,6 U.0 20,0 
18.0-1B.0 16 to 18 U.O»ie»S 14*0-lS«S 
hcTKL UEGyLt LSTT 6e,51*72»61 70,1-78«1 74*6 to 77.6 76«X-66«e S4«l«n«« 
Saa Footnote i- Legal Lindtations For Citiea# Qxapter II* 
l^a addittoB to thaaa apaoifiod liaitatloas tluire era other paridaal'W 
loriaa for idiioh bo ndll Halt is spaolfLad auob as aohool larias aad 
airport loYioa* There is a dollar liait en id\o aohool levy* 
I^B 1946 persiasion «aa siTsn for th« variooa oountiea, inBiolpaUties. 
mi Sflhool diatrieti to 8«k« a levy wyiae tt«i» 0«7S ndlla to 2«0 adlla 
tor a poat-var buildins aad eoaatmotiOB fttad for 1S4S and 1946* 
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ProTO are more than two and one-half times as high as they 
were thirty years ago* Levies for Ogden are 2 1/4 times the 
1916 level^  (Table 21). 
For Brigham Oity* Logan* and Murray* where they have 
their own Municipal power plants; total levies were less than 
double their 1^ 16 level* 
The median total levy for the '*other*' towns In Utah has 
been above the total levy for Brigham City and Murray for 
most of the thirty-year period* It was higher than the botal 
levies for salt Lake and Ogden during the first twenty years 
and lower during the last ten yeEira* The mediae total levies 
of the "other" towns have been consistently lower than the 
total levies for Logan and Provo throughout the entire period* 
These median levies have increased from 20 mills in I9I6 to 
36 mills in I926 but they have remained quite stable during 
the last twenty years of the study» ranging from ji6 to 4l« 
(Figure 6)* The highest levy was in the severe depression 
year 1933'* The 19^ 5 l®vy is just about twice the I9I6 levy* 
The weighted average total levy on all urban property^  
shown for the period since 1923* was lower than the median 
for the first thirteen years of this period and higher during 
the last ten years* This ia due to the overwhelming influence 
of Salt Lake Oity and Ogden on any weighted average where they 
are included* 
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Table 21 
TOTAL LEVIES ON PROPERTY TTITHIII UTAH CITIES AND TOWNS, 1916-1945^ 
(mills) 
Weighted 
Average Median-
Salt Lake Brigham , Total All Other Range 
Year City Ogden ProTO City Logan Murray City Levy Cities Hif^h Loir 
1916 17.9 20.1 20.05 • 18.9 24.4 21.92 20,4 35,7 15.0 
1917 20.29 20.71 23.00 20.2 26.0 21.60 23,5 42.2 15.4 
1916 19.8 21.68 24.25 33.9 28.0 22.10 24.2 44.4 . 15.9 
1919 21.8 26.10 26.05 28.45 34.9 26.95 26.1 55.0 16.7 
1920 31.2 30.00 33.35 34.2 40.2 31.45 30,5 44.3 19.2 
1921 31.2 29.80 35.55 33.45 37.9 35,75 31,0 50.7 19.0 
1922 31.2 30.00 35.23 31.75 35.8 34.30 33,2 51.1 19.0 
1923 31.8 35.34 39.43 32.10 37.8 33.00 33.49 34,23 54.1 21.0 
1924 31.7 35.3 36.23 36.0 40.8 33.85 33,13 34,0 53.7 19.7 
1925 32.3 35.9 38.25 36.4 42.45 33.9 34,52 36,5 54.1 23.2 
1926 33.3 36.9 38.21 35.2 43.05 33,7 34,68 36,42 55.0 23.2 
1927 32.8 35.62 40.17 35.9 44.9 33.85 34,72 37,1 53.6 23.6 
1928 33.0 35.2 39.79 35.7 44.6 34.00 34.56 36.9 53.1 23.0 
1929 34.4 35.3 43.09 35.87 44.1 34,67 35.97 39.5 53.3 23.87 
1930 34.4 36.4 45.62 34.0 43.3 34.48 36.19 38.8 57.0 23.0 
1931 36.7 27.76 48.23 32.9 45.05 36.38 37,99 39,65 58.4 23.9 
1982 36.94 29.12 47.23 27.8 45.81 36.34 37,90 39.0 57.8 24.8 
1935 38.08 40.26 50.00 27.8 48.9 37.48 39.41 41.25 59.8 24.8 
1934 39.48 41.66 53.50 28.58 49.55 37.88 40.60 40.8 61.8 23.08 
1935 39.63 41.70 49.00 28.58 49.80 36.38 40.13 40.6 60.8 23.08 
1936 37.60 38.30 45.74 25.0 42.07 32.76 37.02 35.74 57.0 22.0 
1937 41.014 40.43 45.33 25.7S 40.28 33.23 38.75 36,88 60.0 22.23 
1938 40.10 42.55 46.95 25.59 40.60 33.10 38.93 37.6 60.0 22.09 
1939 42.76 43.95 49.35 30.39 42.4 37,4 42.10 39.4 60.0 23.29 
1940 42.15 44.80 50.36 29.54 42.8 36.35 41.31 39,55 62.0 22.54 
1941 41.62 43.25 49.90 30.04 42.25 36.40 40.47 39,2 59.5 23.04 
1942 39.37 41.15 47.80 29.1 41.25 54.4G 38.32 37,2 60.2 21.0 
1943 39.00 S9.55 46.10 28,7 38.60 34.65 37.03 35,7 65.0 19.25 
1944 40.5 43.45 44.40 27.15 38.65 34,25 37.90 34,65 64.8 18.91 
1945 46.25 45.30 54^00 34.4 40.00 38,55 42.81 39,05 62.2 21.05 
^tah State Tax Commission Reports and Records, 1916-1945. 
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G. Total Property Tax Levies For The Smaller Towns 
Of the towns in the "other** group the following had 
total levies at or near the top during this period: 
In Beaver County, Uilford and Beaver during the early 
years. 
In Oarhon Oounty, Welling during the first twenty 
years. Price and Scofield during the 1930*8* 
In Dttohecne Oounty, Ducheene, Uyton, and Roosevelt 
since 1920. 
In Emery Ootmty, Sniery, Green River, and Huntington 
since 1^3. 
In Iron Oounty, Parowan 1923-3^ and Oedar City from 
1923-^ 5-
In Kane Oounty, Canal) sinoe 1923* 
In Sevier Oounty, Richfield and Sallzta- izi 1930*b. 
In Utah Ooiinty, Lehi and Provo sinoe 1930 • 
In Washington 0<mty, St. George sinoe 1923, Laverkin 
and Virgin from 1923 to 1932; Huxrican and Enterprise 
during the 19^'s. 
Those towns whose total levies have been at or near the 
botton during the period of the study are listed below: 
In Box Slder most of the towns were near the bottom. Bear 
River City and Fielding have been at the bottom sinoe 1923, 
76. 
»hll« Slwoodf 3no«vill« and Yoet baye bees near the bottom 
•Inoe 1SJ6, 
In Oarbon Ooimty* Hlavatha during the early years of 
the atudy* 
In Davia County* most of the towns were relatively low» 
Xaysville was at the bottom in l^ l?* 
In salt Lake Oovuaty* ffeat Jordan was at the bottom in 
19^  and 19^ 5. 
Zn Tooele Oounty# Bingham was near the bottom during 
the first few years while Ophir and Stookton were near the 
bottom from iSZ'yiS^ Z, 
H. Oeneral Hote 
Ohapter II3 of the laws of 19^ 5 provides for property 
taxes to or eat e reserve funds for use in post-war building 
and oonatruotion by oounties* municipalities* and school 
distriots* The rates are on a sliding soale* varying from 
0*7^  mills in taxing units with an assesded valuation in 
excess of 1^ 0 million to two mills in those units with an 
assessed valuation under million* Under this law it 
would be possible to inorease the levy in S&lt Lake City by 
2.2^  mills->-0*75 nills each for the oountyf oity and the 
sohool districts. In some of the outlying oommunities the 
79. 
levy might be increased as much as 5*5 milis—-l»p milla for 
the county and two mills eaoh for the city and school* This 
act will require affixmative action "by the 19^ 7 legislature 
to keep it in foroe beyond that date* 
so. 
Chapter III 
TREims m RIVKHUIS Airo SXMDITIIRK8 
OF THE TAXISG USITS 0? UTAH. 
A. latroduotloa 
The purpose of this chapter is to show trends In 
revenues and expenditures for the state government and Ite 
political eubdlvlalone and not to present detailed data for 
each year of the period covered toy the study. Hence the 
data for the state government and for the local school dis­
tricts are presented In 5-7®®^  Intervale, while those for 
the counties cmd cities represent Irregular intervals, 
determined by the periods where information was most readily 
available. This also explains the years selected for l^ ble 
22 in Section B of this chapter which combines the revenue 
of all governmental units of the State. 
An exception to the above method is made in presenting 
the property tax data, Table 25. Here the data is presented 
for each year, since the major thesis of this report Is con­
cerned primarily with property taxes. An effort is made 
throughout this chapter to show trends in property taxes as 
a part of the revenue pattern of each governmental unit. 
B. Trends in Total Hevenuee and Property Taxes Charged 
1. Total revenuefl. 
Total revenues for all governmental units of Utah have 
Inoreaeed from approximately $30 million In 1926 to #33*^  
million in 19^ 2. This is sui Inoreaee of SO per cent. State 
revenues have mare than trebled, which aooounts for most of 
the increase during the last twenty years. The proportion 
of total revenue repreeented by state government receipts 
rose from 37 P®r cent in 1926 to per cent in 19^ 2, 
(Table 22). The reason for this will be made clear in the 
following seotion. 
In contrast to this trend the revenues for county pur« 
poses have remained relatively constant, dropping off one-
fourth during the depression yeare of the early 30's and 
rising in the early iK)*s to a level one-fourth above the 
1926 level. The proportion of the total revenue received 
by the counties declined from 1^ .1 per cent in 1926 to 10.0 
per cent in 19^ 2. 
The revenue of cities showed a tendency to recede dur­
ing this period following a slight rise during the period of 
industrial activity of the late twenties. By 19^ 2 the total 
receipts of municix>alitie8 had declined by $1 million from 
million to $6.5 million and the proportion of total 
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Table 22 
TRENDS IN TOTAL REVENUE OP ALL UNITS OP OOVERNMEHT IN UTAH FOR SELECTED 
(Thousand Dollars) 
State County City School District Total 
Year 
1 
Dollars 
Per 
Cent Dollars 
Per 
Cent 
1 
Dollars 
Per 
Cent 
1 
Dollars 
Per 
Cent 
2 
Dollars 
1926 11,107 37.0 4,227 14.1 7,424 24.8 7,232 24.1 29,990 
1930 13,202 36.3 5,144 14.1 8,239 22.7 9,788 26.9 36,373 
1935 11,659 41.1 3,201 12.3 7,367 25.9 6,171 21.7 28,408 
1942 34,458 64.1 5,391 10.0 6,536 12.2 7,377 13.7 53,761 
^See Tables 25, 30, 32, 34* 
2 
Department of EduoatioB biennial reports. This does not include the revenue raised by th« 
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Table 22 
OTAL REVENUE OP ALL UNITS OF GOVERNMENT IN OTAH PGR SELECTED YEARS 
(Thousand Dollars) 
County City School District Total Property Taxes 
ars 
Per 
Cent 
1 
Dollars 
Per 
Cent 
• 1 
Dollars 
Per 
Cent 
2 
Dollars 
Per 
Cent 
1 
Dollars 
Per 
Cent 
27 14.1 7,424 24.8 7,232 24.1 29,990 100.0 19,868 66.2 
14 14.1 8,239 22.7 9,788 26,9 36,573 100.0 21,471 59.0 
31 12.3 7,367 25.9 6,171 21.7 28,408 100.0 17,489 61.6 
n 10.0 6,535 12.2 7,377 13.7 63,761 100.0 18,573 .34,5 
ilal reports This does not include the revenue raised by the state for local schools. 
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Tavenues represented by muniolpal receipts* showed a more 
marked deollnoi from per cent to per oent* - only 
about half as inportant as In 1926* 
The revenue raised toy looal sohool dlatriots Increased 
a third from IS&G to 1930# declined more than a third for 
the depression year of 1933 c^ d then Increased a fifth by 
when approximately the same amount was raised as in 
1926» However the proportion that this represents of the 
total declined from 24.1 per cent in I926 to 13*7 per cant 
ta 19^ 2. 
property taxes represented 66 per cent of the total 
revenue of all units in I926 but only 34- per cent In 1942, 
This marked decline In relative Importance In property 
taxes was not due primarily to a reduction In property 
taxes which amounted to only The major cause - was a 
rapid Inorease in revenues from other souroea such as an In­
crease In revenue from sales of gasoline from $>7 million 
to million; an Increase In revenue from motor vehicle 
registration from |»5 million to $1.0 million; Unemployment 
insurance revenue grew from nothing to $3 million and fod-
eral Grants-ln-aid increased from i^ actioally nothing to 
$3 million. 
2* Property taxes charged by gt&h governmental units* 
yptal 
Both the total assessed valuation of tangible property 
84* 
«ttd tbe tot&I amount of taxoa oharged Increased from I9X6 to 
1920* oorrQ8iK>ndlng to genaral prlod level changes to the 
state* However* the total taxes oh&rged Inoreased fastt^ r 
than the assessed value of property as evidenced hy the aill 
levy Qhown in the laet column in Table £3* 
During the »ext two yeare« while prices generally were 
drastioally declining» both asaeased valuation and taxea 
charged also declined* Hovever# the mill levy continued to 
xiee which prevented taxes from declining as rapidly aa 
asaeased value* 
From 1922 to 1930 both assetsed value and taxes in-* 
oreaeed* A8sea<$ed valuation reached an all-time high in 
1930 and the total property taxes charged in 1930 have been 
exceeded in only one year -><- 19^ &« With widespread de-
pression beginning late in 1929 values declined and all 
through the depression of the 30*8 the assessed valuation 
remained at a comparatively low levels half the time being 
below the I9I6 value* Taxes charged followed the same 
trend during the 30'a* But with lower assessed valuations 
than la the twenties mill levies increased until 193^ * de­
clined slightly until 1937 reached an all-tiae 
high of 35 mills in 1939* 
Assessed valuation recovered a large part of the loat 
ground by 19^ f)S taxes also increased following 19^  reach­
ing an all-time high in 19M-3. Total mill levies declined 
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Table 23 
PROPERTY TAXES CHARGED ABNUALLY IH UTAH BT THE VARICt 
1916 - 1945^ 
Assessad For State Purposes For County Purposes 
Value of General State 
Year State Fund Sehool Fund Total Roads Other Toti 
Dollars Dollars bollars Dollars Dollars .Dollars Dolla 
1916 531,935,900 1,063,871 1,276,646 2,340,517 454,113 1,279,148 1,733, 
1917 592,9 79,899 1,423,139 1,541,747 2,964,886 665,157 1,439,856 2,10S| 
1918 677,165,922 1,352,834 1,829,846 3,182,670 893,556 1,508,463 2,402, 
1919 692,466,878 1,666,599 1,755,735 3,422,334 1,381,426 1,910,009 3,291, 
1920 716,946,156 1,722,041 1,862,699 3,584,740 2,431,141 1,701,379 4,132, 
1921 687,824,975 1,513,641 3,232,351 4,745,992 2,068,687 1,840,500 •3,909, 
1922 635,532,257 1,525,534 2,987,001 4,512,535 1,927,280 1,586,471 3,513, 
1925 646,710,476 1»552,194 3,233,552 4,785,746 2,068,616 1,887,858 3,956, 
1924 665,451,862 1*597,138 3,260,714 4,857,862 2,097,591 1,689,048 3,786, 
1925 668,611,580 1,606,035 3,341,690 4,947,725 2,132,881 1,841,654 3,974, 
1926 696,061,566 1,670,533 3,480,307 5,150,840 2,146,787 1,828,456 3,976, 
1927 701,797,693 1,684,314 3,438,808 5,123,122 2,386,666 1,879,350 4,265, 
1928 700,705,296 1,681,691 3,433,456 5,116,146 2,175,397 1,824,501 3,999, 
1929 723,052,970 1,735,357 3,470,654 5,206,011 2,429,038 2,170,271 4,59S, 
1950 726,364,056 1,748,067 3,568,983 5,317,050 2,284,085 2,153,884 4,437, 
1931 618,404,570 1,484,306 3,586,746 5,071,052 2,196,883 2,032,731 4,229, 
1932 575,386,102 1,323,404 3,544,378 4,867,782 1,904,961 1,940,603 3,845, 
1933 522,622,633 1,202,017 3,815,145 5,017,162 1,744,828 1,877,443 3,622, 
1934 511,928,324 1,177,437 3,941,848 5,119,285 1,655,286 1,952,141 8,507, 
1935 517,384»860 1,138,246 3,776,909 4,906,156 1,541,096 1,966,886 3,507, 
1936 522,830,594 3,136,984 3,136,984 1,465,444 1,947,055 3,412, 
1937 539,064,438 3,034,935 3,034,933 750,761 1,889,170 3,639, 
1936 569,973,730 3,134,856 3,134,866 618,515 3,409,561 4,028, 
1939 513,813,712 746,015 3,314,098 4,060,113 643,674 3,329,057 3,972, 
1940 537,753,254 483,976 3,360,967 3,844,933 668,323 3,533,320 4,201, 
1941 568,455,054 397,920 3,410,735 3,808,655 697,180 3,646,242 4,325, 
1942 603,356,797 2.836,776 2,836,776 700,556 3,816,011 4,616, 
1943 626,422,91s 1,941,911 1,941,911 942,541 4,068,411 5,010, 
1944 683,520,005 1,982,208 1,982^08 1,176,007 4,247,719 5,423, 
1945 671,600,992 738,761 1,947,643 2,686,404 960,000 4,871,150 5,881, 
^tah State Tax Cconsission Biennial Report for 1943 - 1944, p* 21 and 1945 - 1946, p, S 
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Table 23 
CHARGED ABNIIALLy IN UTAH BY THE VARIOUS TAXING UNITS 
1916 - 1945^ 
Por County Purposes Local Cities Weighted 
Sohool and Cfrand Average 
ital Roads Other Total Dlstriots Towns Total Levy 
lars Dollars Dollars Dollars dollars Dollars Dollars Mills 
0,517 454,113 1.279,148 1,733,261 2,766,125 1.922,129 8,857,095 16.53 
4.886 665,157 1,439,856 2,105,013 3,435.003 2,079,223 10,699,492 18.04 
2,670 893,556 1,508.463 2,402,019 3,677,947 2,285,361 11,721,097 17.31 
2,334 1,381,426 1,910,009 3,291,435 4,491,214 2,569,774 15,943,165 20.14 
4.740 2,431,141 1,701,379 4,132,520 6,704,032 3,773,749 18,311,967 25.54 
5,992 2,068,687 1,840,500 3,909,187 5,870,849 3,604,898 18,155,589 26.39 
2,535 1,927,280 1,586,471 3,513,751 5,450,890 3,684,278 17,183,949 26.44 
5,746 2,068,616 1,887,858 3,956,474 5,594,997 3,695,688 18,068,574 27.94 
7.852 2,097,591 1,689,048 3,786,630 5.801,734 3,699,917 18,182,062 27.32 
7,725 2,132,881 1,841,654 3,974,535 6,394,279 3,772,677 19,178,270 . 28.68 
0,840 2,146,787 1,828,456 3,975,243 6,764,130 3,885,435 19,868,443 28.54 
3.122 2,385,666 1,879,350 4,265.016 6,831,489 3,879,436 20,192,562 28.77 
5.146 2,175,397 1,824,501 3,999,898 6,933;64g 3,848,293 20,003,484 20.55 
6,011 2,429,038 2,170,271 4,599,309 7,411,196 3.962,875 21,285,358 29.44 
7.050 2,284,085 2,153,884 4,437,969 7.644,132 3,990^640 21,470,736 29,48 
1,052 2^196,883 2,032,731 4,229,614 6,530,970 3.791,897 19,676,425 31.82 
7,782 1,904,961 1,940,603 3.845,564 5,950,407 3,631,718 18,525,709 31.85 
7.162 1,744,828 1,877,443 3,622,271 5.461,357 3,363,119 17,489,150 32.46 
9,285 1,555,286 1,952,141 3,507,427 5,392;410 3,437,953 17,485,285 54.15 
5,155 1,541,096 1,966,886 3.507,982 5,552,806 3.426,270 17,426,872 55.68 
6,984 1,465,444 1,947,055 3,412,499 5,558,529 3,549,962 15,688,772 51.92 
4,933 750,751 1,889,170 3,639,921 6,330,912 Si616,276 16,652.515 50.89 
4,856 618,515 3,409,561 4,028,076 6,793,448 3.738,136 17,724,327 51.10 
D.llS 643,674 3,329.057 3,972,731 6,233,820 3.720,446 18,019,962 55.07 
4,933 668,323 3,533,320 4,201,643 6,409.442 3,719.581 18,227,152 53.90 
3,655 697.180 3,646,242 4,325.422 6,722,813 3,834,964 18,752.439 52.99 
5,776 700,555 3,816,011 4,516.566 7,143,019 4,004,767 18,572,894 50.78 
1,911 942,541 4,068,411 5,010,952 7,455,670 4.015,818 18,615,794 29,71 
2i2oe 1,176,007 4,247,719 5,423,726 7,886,716 4.604.181 20,083.218 29.38 
5,404 960.000 4,871,150 5,831,150 ' 9,305.452 4.918,157 22.931.542 54.16 
i3 - 1944, p, 21 and 1945 - 1946, p. 21-22 
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following 19^0 until 19^ indicating; that taxes oharged 
increased mo9e elowly during the than asaesoed 
values* 
Property taxes levied by state* 
property taxes charged by the state increased from 
^£•3 million in I9I6 to ^3*3 million in 1930* Since then 
they have declined as other sources of revenue enumerated 
on page ^1 replaced them for state purposes* In six of 
the last ten years no levies were made for the state 
general fund* and all property tatxes levied by the state 
were allocated to local school districts* The 
* 4 
millions raised from property by state levy was only 
slightly more than was raised 30 years earlier* 
Property taxes for county purposes. 
property taxes charged for county purposes increased 
steadily until 1929* Taxes for roads beginning In I919 rose 
due to a levy of 3 mills for state reads levied by tbe 
counties* This is in addition to a 3 mill levy permitted by 
the same legislation for county road purposes* The levy for 
state roads continued imtil the middle )0* b when the levy 
was removed by statute. This is a partial explanation of the 
87. 
the abrupt decline in taxes for roads shown by table 23, 
following 193^^ Another factor was the pressure to reduce 
taxes during the early thirties when per capita income 
payments in Utah dropped from $^37 in I929 to $1^73 in 
19}} 
Local taxes for county purposes rsmained fairly con­
stant during; the 20*8 increasing in to million 
then decreased during the depression years of the 30* d but 
steadily increased since 19^ reaching an all time high in 
19^ of nearly $6 million. 
Taxes for local schools. 
property taxes levied by looal school districts in-
creased from $2»S million in I9I6 to $6*7 million in 1920« 
but receded ;to $5*3 million during the general business 
receaalon of 1922* Following this they steadily advanced 
until 1930 when $f»6 million were charged. During the 
depression following I930 taxes charged declined to 
million in 193^* increased to #6*7 is declined until 
the outbre^ of the war» then steadily increased to an all» 
time high of $9 million in 19^^* 
^Suryey of Chu^ent Busiheas# August 19^« 
8B. 
Property taxes for cities. 
property taxes charged for cities inoreaBed from $1*9 
million in I9I6 rather steadily until I93O jvhen ^3*9 million 
vers charged. They declined for 3 years to million and 
have steadily increased since that year reaching 1^.9 
million in I5^i;» 
Summary. 
To Gumm&rlsse then prop&rtj taxes have declined 
materially both in absolute and relative terms for state 
purposes but have increased rather sharply for all local 
purposes* This has resulted in a rise in the property tax 
weighted average levy to 3M-»16 mills* the highest point in 
the history of the state with the exception of 1939* 
C* State Government Revenue and Expenditures 
1. Ooaparatlve revenues of state g;overnment9 in the United 
States and.the eleven western states. 
State goverzments in the United States in 19^2 received 
percent of their revenue from property taxes (Table 
The state government of Utah received 11 percent from 
property* However» $ of the 11 percent was turned back to 
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Table 24 
GENERAL REVENITE OP STATE GOVERNMENTS 
TOTAL FOR THE NATION AND THE ELEVEN WFSTERN S 
1942^ 
(000 Omitted) 
Totftl Revenue Property Tax Other Taxee 
States Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 
Total U. S. 6,113,832 • 100.0 270,959 4.4 4,703,826 76.9 
Utah 35,968 100.0 4,066^ 11.3 19,956 55.5 
California 517,261 100.0 14,858 2.9 421,279 81.4 
Oregon •64,973 100,0 0.0 45,464 70.0 
Hlbshington 138,713 100.0 4,618 3.S 101,273 73.0 
Idaho 23,000 100,0 2,383 10.4 12,752 55.4 
Nevada 10,867 100.0 1,388 12,8 4,670 43.0 
Arizona 34,175 100.0 6,749 19.7 19,825 58.1 
Colorado 61,798 100.0 5,600 9.2 38,067 61.6 
Montana 27,380 100.0 2,503 9.1 14,722 53.8 
New Mexioo 25,937 100.0 2,485 9.6 17,452 67.3 
ITyoming 13,261 100.0 514 3.9 8,127 61.3 
^Bureau of the Censue. Government Finances in the U. S. 1942, table 6» 
p 
•^Inoludes County levy for state roads, also state levies for local school purposes. 
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Table 24 
GENERAL REVENUE OP STATE GOVERNMENTS 
)R THE NATION AND THE ELEVEN iSFSTERN STATES 
1942^ 
(000 Omitted) 
'ty Tax Other Taxes Aid From Other Oovt. Earnings and Mist)* 
Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 
4.4 4,703,826 76.9 809,780 13.2 329,287 5.5 
11.3 19,956 55.5 9,159 25.5 2,787 7.7 
2.9 421,279 81.4 85,010 12.6 16,114 3.1 
0.0 45,464 70.0 13,490 20.7 6,019 9.3 
3.3 101,273 73.0 32,748 17.1 9,074 6.6 
10.4 12,752 55.4 6,045 26.2 1,820 8.0 
12.8 4,670 45.0 4,565 40.0 234 4.2 
19.7 19,825 58.1 6,447 18.9 1,154 3.3 
9.2 38,067 81.6 14,919 24.1 3,152 5.1 
9.1 14,722 53.8 7,098 25.9 3,057 11.2 
9.6 17,452 67.3 4,864 18.8 1,136 4.3 
3.9 8,127 61.3 3,848 29.0 772 5.8 
h.e U* S. 1942« table 6* 
9 levies for local school purposes. 
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local school dietriots for the support of the elementary and 
secondary schools of the state. Idaho, Nevada, Colorado, 
Montana, and New Mexico received approximately the same pro­
portion as Utah frora property taxes. Arizona received 19.7 
percent or nearly twice as large a proportion as Utah. 
Oregon received none and Oallfomla, Washington and Wyoming 
received a smaller proportion from property than average for 
the nation. 
76.9 percent of the revenue of all state governments of 
the nation carae from taxes other than property. Utah re­
ceived 55 tJercent from other taxes, Idaho, Arizona and 
Montana received about the same proportion. Nevada received 
only percent from other taxes. All the other western 
states received a larger proportion from other taxes than 
Utah. However, Oallfomla is the only Western state whose 
proportion of revenue from taxes other than property exceeded 
the national average. 
The proportion received from other governments, mainly 
the federal government, remged from 12.6 percent in Oallfomla 
to percent in Nevada. Utah was a little above the median 
of the western group with 25-5 percent. This was nearly 
twice the national average of 13.2 percent. 
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Utah State revenues. I9l6~19^5. 
a. Dollar distribution. Total expendable receipts of 
the UtaJa state government increased more than ninefold from 
1916 to 19^5, rising from #3*3 million la 1916 to $^.6 
million In 19^5. Total expendable receipts Include revenues 
from taxes, licenses and fees. Interest and rentals from 
land grant funds, miscellaneous receipts, county payments 
for state roads and for the welfare program, and Federal 
grants-in-aid, (See first 25 lines in table 25 and figure 
7), Data for this report are based on statutory fiscal 
years. From 1916 through 192^, the fiscal year ended 
Ifovember 30; since 1925» the fiscal year ends June 50. 
Taxes, licenses, and fees. 
Taxes, licenses, and fees accounted for approximately 
75^ of the total expendable receipts for each year, 1916 
through 19^5» revenue from these sources increased nine­
fold, or in direct proportion to the increase in total ex­
pendable receipts. Tax, license, and fee revenues amounted 
to #2.7 million in 1916, reached a peak of #32.5 million in 
19^^, and amounted to $30 million in 19^5- (See first 22 
lines in table 25.) 
As shown in the accompanying table, largest tax revenue 
Table 25 
UTAH STATE REVEME 
1916 to 1945^ 
(Thousand Dollars) 
Sour 06 1916 1920 
General Property Taxes 
Sales and Use Taxes 
Indi'ddual Inoome Tax 
Corp. Franchise Tax 
Vine Cooapation Tax 
1,991 3,437 1 
Liquor Profits^ 
School Luneh Tax 
Beer Taxes 
Cigarette and Margarine Taxes 
Agrio. Dept. Taxes 29 136 
Gasoline Taxes 
Motor Veh. Registration Fee 
Other Mctor Veh. Taxes® 
Inheritanee Tax 
Insurance Premium Tcoc 
94 
4 
175 
366 
4 
625 
Fish 3s Game Lis. & Fees 
College Fees 
Other Dept. and Institution Fees 
Court Fines, Fees and Reporters Fees 
TJnenploynient Comp. Tax^ 
41 
35 
322 
4 
86 
41 
345 
17 
Subtotal Taxes, Licenses and Fees 2,695 4,956 8 
Protest and Suspense Taxes 
Interest and Rentals, Land Grant Funds 
Mseellaneous Receipts^ 
338 
49 
521 
451 
Total Expendable Receipts from State Sources .3,082 5,928 9 
County Payments to State Roads® 
County Contributions to Welfare 
Federal Qrants-in-Aid 
859 
99 
4,217 
/ 
149 
2 
Total Expendable Receipts All Sources 
Kon-Rerenue Receipts 
Total State Receipts, Revenue & Non-Revenue All Sources 
3,840 
1,312 
5,162 
10,294 
4,986 
15,280 
11 
3 
15 
^State Auditor's Biennial Report as reolassified by Uie Utah Foundation whose }12 rep 
interpretation. 
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Table 25 
UTAH STATE REVEBUE 
1916 to 1945^ 
(Thousand Dollars) 
1916 1920 1924^ 1930 1955 1940 1945 . 
1.991 3,437 5,587 5,014 5,014 4,007 1,650 
2,411 4,149 7,287 
187® 547® 
799 2,529 
731 1,466 
449 714 
859 1,574 
433 
167 117 221 
106 198 265 402 653 
29 136 80 98 24 129 288 
726 2,226 2,430 3,863 3,842 
94 365 487 921 914 1,028 1,296 
4 4 17 90 294 221 189 
17S 525 249 579 120 154 189 
181 321 476 
41 88 111 168 143 326 474 
35 41 480 480 621 928 844 
322 345 496 554 418 486 565 
4 17 21 22 15 17 25 
2,678 999 
2,595 4,956 8,459 10,287 13,564 21,664 29,515 
138 527 458 657 
338 521 441 475 207 115 309 
49 451 265 671 958. 258 956 
3,082 5,928 9,165 11,571 15,036 22,495 31,434 
559 4,217 2,399 1,488 58 20 
1,031 1,296 
99 149 141 143 16,657 4,999 7,935 
3,840 10,294 11,705 13,202 31,731 23,543 40,665 
1,312 4,986 3,329 3,416 7,900 1,930 14,598 
5,152 15,280 15,034 16,618 39,631 S0.47S 55,265 
by the Utah Foundation whose $12 report has been drawn upon extensively for 
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Table 25 - Footnotes. 
1925 data shewed only seven months receipts as reports changed from a fiscal yei 
June 30 in 1925. 
^Only transfers to the General and other funds from the Liquor 'Control are oount< 
the gross receipts of the Liquor Control less transfers are included in non-rev* 
other vehicle taxes included! motor vehicle control, vehicle control, car tind bi 
nile taxes* 
Unemployment Conpensation Taxes are held ir trust and are not available for exp« 
government expenses* 
Miscellaneous receipts include. State Road rental, interest on redemption fund i 
and income from Federal mineral royalties. 
County payments to State Roads fron 1916 through 1932 includes (l) funds used ft 
from the Federal government for road construction and (3) repayment to the Stat« 
payments consisted only of funds from property taxes with an occasional minor r< 
construction Tihieh forraerly went directly to the Counties, began in 1933 to com* 
Kon-revenue receipts result from the sale or maturltj' turnover of invoabmeats it 
funds. These funds are available only for re-inveatment or retirement of bonds. 
^Figures for 1930 are corporation license taxes instead of corporation franchise 
g 
For 1935 the individual income and corporation franchise taxes are not shown sej 

lelpts as reports changed frcsQ a fiscal year ending November 50, 1924 to a year ending 
ir funds from the Ijiquor Control are counted as revenue in this report. However, In 1945 
ol less transfers are included in non-revenue receipts# 
ihiole control, vehicle ccntrol, car and bus conpany, motor transportation and gross ton-
•Id in trust and are not available for expenditure by the State Governinant for general 
3oad rental, interest on redemption fund investments, interest on daily cash balances 
ies* 
16 through 1932 includes (l) funds used from general property taxes (2) funds received 
lons^ruction and (3) repayaaent to the State Aoad Conmission revolving fund* From 1933 
propex>ty taxes irith an occasional minor revolving fund item. ?ederal funds for road 
(tly to the Counties, began in 1333 to come directly to the State Treasury. 
lale or waturitjr turnover of invostnents incident to bcoided indebtedness or perottment 
' for re-investment or retirement of bonds. Also included are inter-fund loans* 
ise taxes instead of corporation franchise taxes. 
poration franchise teoces are not ahown separately in the auditor's reports. 
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SOURCE: state auditor's reports 
FIGURE 7. Major Sources of Utah State Government Revenue, Selected Years. 1916-1945 
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in or gases have been aooountod for by salea and use tazett* In­
dividual Income tax* corporation franoblte tax, sine oouupation 
tax* and liquor oomnlBsloo profits received in lieu of taxes* 
sales and use tax revenues increased steadily from ^l*? Million 
in 193^* the fir^t full year this tax was in effect, to $7*2 
nillion la 19^^« Individual income and corporation frasichlee 
taxes each accounted for approximately $690*000 in 1939* 
194^ income taxes were million, and corporation frunchise 
taxes w«(re $1.^ million. Uine occupation taxes rose from 
$47S,000 in 1938 to 1848,000 In 19^4, asd decreased to ^yi^^QOO 
in 1945* Liquor oommisaion profits, as reflected In trimsfdrs 
to other funds, rose steadily from $2^0,000 in 1936# the first 
year i^oflts were transferred, to a peak of $2.6 million in 
1944, and acoounted for 11*5 million in 
Oaaollne taxes, and motor vehicle registration fee», 
both major sources of rev«aue, have ahoen only slight in«> 
creases since 19^0 due mainly to travel restriotlons during 
the war. Is 19^^, gasoline taxee accounted for $3.8 million 
in revenues* while motor vehicle registration accounted for 
41.5 million. 
Property tax receipt9 of the St&te treasury, also a 
significant revenue source, declined more than §0^ tvcm 19^^^ 
to 19^^* Property taxes ranged between ^nd million 
from 1921 through 19^2, but decreased to $1.6 million in l^^^. 
96. 
Ubmployacmt ooMpvnsatloo taxes aooouBted for «n added 
tax of 13*3 nlUioa In 19}8$ tbe first year of its oolleotion* 
approxiaated $&»7 million for I939* 19^* and rose to 
$6*^ Billion in 19^ } and 19^* and decreased to aillion 
in 19^!?* AXthotigb funds derived from tbis tax are held by 
the Federal goTernaent for uneaploymmt oonpensation paynents 
in Utah* the tax is a part of the oYer-all state revoatte 
straoture* 
Fish and C^ame licenses and fees* «hioh were f^X^OOO in 
19I6* rose to a peak of 1^33*000 in 19^3 • amount <id to 
IS^7^»000 in 19^::>* Collie fees reached a poak of |1»1 
million in 19^1» held that level through 19^3* deolined in 
19^ $ and increased again to |ltM)^»000 in 19^> Fees from 
other departments* institutions* boards* and commissions 
ranged between $322*000 and $600*(X>0 for most of the years 
during the period 1916-19^* rose is the fdCfr-depreesion 
year of 19^9 #700*000* reached a peak of $933*^^ ^ 
193^# leveled off again vithin the range mentioned after 
1932* and amounted to $5^ *^000 in 19^ 3* 
iiisoellaneotts revenues* 
Miscellaneous revenues consist of the separate table 
groupings of protest and suspense taxes* interest and ratals 
froa land grant funds* and alsoellaneous receipts (lines 22* 
97. 
23* and 24-). Protest taxes fluotuated between a low of $1»00Q 
in 1926 and highs of |657»000 in 1939 and 19^p» It should be 
noted that figirres on protest taxes could not be segregated 
prior to I926# nor for the year 1933* Interest and rentals 
from land gran.t funds fluotuated between a high of $f722«000 in 
1920 and a low of ^ 99»000 in 193S# and amounted to $>09#000 in 
1943« Miscellaneous receipts* which include state road rentals# 
interest on redemption fund investments* interest on daily 
bank balances* inoome from Federal mineral royalties* and 
miscellaneous general and special fund receipts amounted to 
$^9»000 in 1916» rose to a high of $1 million in 193^« dropped 
markedly to $25>5*000 in 194^0# then rose steadily through 19^5 
to a total of $956»000» 
County payments for state roads and for welfare program. 
County payments to the State Road Commission rose from 
$659»000 in 1916 to a peak of $^.2 million in I920, fluotuated 
between $1*3 and $3*3 million from 1921 to 1932# dropped 
sharply to ^310*000 in 1933* and decreased steadily to $&$kOO 
in I942f which was the last year revenue from this source 
was shown as a separate item in the Auditor's reports. The 
sharp decline in amount of revenue* beginning in 1933^» 
duo to a chemge in the highway financing agreements between 
the state* counties* and the Federal government, ^hen the 
state assumed entire financial responsibility for the state 
9S 
highvaya in 1953* Faderal noniee vhioh foznerXy went directly 
to the counties (and cane back into the State treasury ae part 
of the oounty payments for et&te roade) began to coee directly 
into the State treasury* County payaenta after 1933 refleot 
principally the payment of obligatione incurred prior to 1933* 
and/or obligations entered into voluntexily by the oountlea 
after that date^ (See table 2^ footnote 6}* 
County oontributions to the State welfare program* which 
amount to of the total State* Federal and oounty funds 
devoted to welfare# began in 193^ at I739*000* increased 
steadily to $1*^ sill ion in 19^^« dropped to $1*1 ailiion in 
and rose to approximately $1*3 ffiiUion In 19^^ and 19^3* 
Federal Grants-in-aid 
federal grants-in-aid fluctuated between a low of I3^fl000 
and a high of $369*000 from 1916 through 193^* increased 
sharply to $2 ailiion in 1933* 'oee to a peak of dl6*6 aiUlon 
lu ^93^« leveled off at approziaately $5 million 1937 throiigh 
19^1c rose to $9 aiHion in 19^« and decreased to 
million in 1943* 
iron-reTenue receipte« 
In addition to all revenue receipts* the state handles 
large suae of stoney pertaining to pemsanent funds and bonded 
99, 
IndebtedneaSf the principal of which cannot be expended» but 
is available only for reinveetnent or retirement of bonds* 
Part of the^e funds are invested# and the sale or maturity 
turnover in Investments result in cash receipt transactions* 
such receipts are included in the table as non-revenue re-> 
ceiptSf Binounting to as low as #1*3 million in 1916* and as 
high as #1^*6 million in 19^4 and 19^^* The marked increase 
noted after 1942 is due to the inclusion of liquor oommission 
gross-receipto-less^transfersf which are actually the recovf^ry 
of the cost of the liquor inventory and turnover* 
b. Percentage distribution of revenue of Utah state 
government; The General property tax decreased from a high 
of percent of total expendable receipts in 1916 to 4 per­
cent in 194t>> (Table 26)* 
The major increases between I9I6 and 194^ are easily 
I 
classifiable* Sales and use taxes increased from 7*6 percent 
in 19^^ to 17*9 percMt in 10 years* The individual income 
tax doubled in importance from 1939 to 19^3* Corporation 
franchise taxes have more than doubled in relative importanoe 
since 1930* Mine occupation taxes# which began in X93S« 
become an important source of state revenue* Profits on state-
owned and operated liquor stores which began in 193^ rapidly 
increased until it represented 3*9 percent of the total state 
revenue in 19^3 (neeurly as much as the state imposed property 
tax). Beer taxes began in 193^ and cigarette taxes in 1924* 
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Table 26 
PERCENTASE DISTRIBUTION BY SOORCE OP UTAH STATE RET 
1916 to 1946 * 
1916 1920 1924 
General Property Taxes 61.8 33.4 47.'! 
Sales and TTse Taxes 
Indiridual Inoone Taxes 
Corp* Franohise Tax 
Mine Oooupation Tax 
Liquor Profits 
School Lunoh Tax 
Beer Taxes 
Cigarette and Margarine Taxes O.S 
Agrio* Dept. Taxes 0.7 1.3 O.-i 
Gasoline Sales Tax 6.2 
Motor Yah. Registration Fee 2.4 3.5 4.2 
Other Motor Vehicle Taxes 0.1 0.] 
Inheritance Tax 4.6 5.1 2.] 
Insurance Premium Tax 
Fish and Gams Licenses and Fees 1.1 0.8 O.S 
Collage Fees 0.9 0.4 4.] 
Other Dept* and Institution Fees 8.5 3.4 4.2 
Court Fines, Fees and Reporters Fees 0.1 0.2 0.2 
Uneioployment Conp* Tax 
Subtotal Taxes* Licenses and Fees 70.2 48.1 72.: 
Protest and Suspense-Taxes 
Interest and Rental8« Land Grant Funds 8.8 6.1 3.^ 
Miscellaneous Receipts 1.3 4.4 2.: 
Total Expendable Receipts from State Sources 80.3 57.6 78. J 
County Payments to State Roads 17.2 40.9 20.j 
County Contributions to Welfare 
Federal Grants-in-Aid 2.6 1.5 1.2 
Total Expendable Receipts All Sources 100.0 100.0 lOO.C 
Non-Revenue Receipts 34.2 48.4 28.4 
Total State Receipts - Revenue ft Ron-revenue - All Sources 134.2 148.4 128.^ 
^1925 data were for only 7 montha as reports ohanged from Calendar to Fiscal basis* 

Tabls 26 
STRIBDTION BY SOURCE OP UTAH STATE REVENUES 
1916 to 1945 • 
1916 1920 1924^ 1930 1935 1940 1945 
61.8 33.4 47.7 38.0 15.8 14.0 4.1 
7.6 14.5 17.9 
2.8 5.7 
1.4 1.7 2.6 3.6 
• 
1.6 1.8 
3.0 3.9 
1.1 
0.5 0.4 0.5 
0.9 1.4 0.8 1.4 1.6 
0.7 1.3 0.7 0.7 0.1 0.5 0.7 
6.2 16.8 7.7 13.5 9.4 
2.4 3.5 4.2 7.0 2.9 3.6 3.2 
0.1 0.1 0.7 0.9 0.8 0.5 
4.6 5.1 2.1 2.9 0.4 0.5 0.5 
0.6 1.1 1.2 
1.1 0.8 0.9 1.3 0.5 1.1 1.2 
0.9 0.4 4.1 3.3 2.0 S.S 2.1 
8.5 3.4 4.2 4.2 1.3 1.7 1.4 
0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 
-
9.4 12.2 
70.2 48.1 72,3 77.9 42.8 75.9 72.6 
1.0 1.0 1.6 1.6 
8.8 5.1 3.7 3.6 0.7 0.4 0.8 
l.S 4.4 2.3 5.1 2.9 0.9 2.3 
80.3 57.6 78.3 87.6 47.4 78.8 77.3 
17.2 40.9 20.5 11.3 0.1 0.1 
3.6 3.2 
2.6 1.5 1.2 1.1 52.5 17.5 19.5 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
34.2 48.4 28.4 25.9 24.9 6.7 35.9 
Ll Sources 134.2 148.4 128.4 125.9 124.9 106.7 135.9 
iged from Calendar to Fiscal basis* * Derived From Table 25* 
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•file former has maintained its relative importance and the 
latter has doubled its relative Importance. First levied in 
1926, the gasoline sales taxes increased in relative im> 
portance from 6 to 9 percent between 19^6 and 19^5• Beginning 
In 1933 Unemployment Compensation revenues had increased to 
12 percent of revenues by 19^5» 
The total of taxes and licenses maintained a relatively 
constant proportion of the total state revenues between 1916 
and 19^5 - approximately 75 percent. In two years however, 
1920 and 1933, they fell to and percent respectively. 
In 1920, the decline in relative importance of state-Imposed 
taxes and licenses was caused by a large Increase in county 
contributions to roads (about ^1 percent of total state 
revenues). In 1935 there was a large Federal grant for 
Welfare amounting to 52 percent of the total State Revenue 
in that year. 
Interest and rentals decreased in relative importance 
from 9 percent to 0.^ percent between I916 and 19^5* 
Revenues derived from state sources declined slightly 
in importance from 80 percent to 77 percent with the excep­
tion of the 2 years mentioned above (when only about one half 
state revenues came from state sources)• 
The Coiinty contribution (which included some Federal 
f 
monies which the counties turned over to the state^i increased 
from 17 percent in I916 to 0^ percent in 1920, declined to 20 
102. 
t 
percent in X9<i4 and to 11 percent in 1930. yrom I933 to 194^ 3 
the decline w&s very sharp* Sinoe 19^ 3 <^ 0 receipt0 have come 
from the county* 
Federal grants-in-aid were not very Important relatively 
until 1933 whan they repressnted about I9 percentt increased 
by 1935 to 52i5 percent and returned to 19*5 percent by 1945* 
Ken-revenue receipts have been approximately one-third as 
much as the revenue receipt)^  moat of the 30-year period* How­
ever these items have fluctuated rather violently from a lev 
of 6^ 7 percent in 19^ 0 to a high of percent in 19^ 0* 
3* Expenditures of Otah state government* 
The basis of olassifioation followed is in the main the 
one followed by the 0»d* Bureau of the Census with modification 
necessitated by local conditions* This often necessitates 
cutting across departmental lines* The legislature and the 
judiciary are shown in separate categories but the bulic of ex­
penditures are made by the executive branch of the government -
about 93 perc«3t* These expenditures are classified into 12 
specific categoriesy See Tables end 26, 
Total expenditures by the state governmoit of Utah during 
the last 30 years have increased from #3*6 million dollars to 
$33*3 million or more than £00 porooat* Ihiring this 30-year 
period not only have the volume of expenditures increased very 
greatly but the scope of activities and services has increased 
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Table 27 
EXPENDITURES OF UTAH STATE GOVERNMENT 
1916 to 1945^ 
(Thousand Dollars) 
1916. 1920 1921 
Education 1,539 2,632 S,79Z 
Public Welfare 9 21 i 
Highways 831 7,357 1,511 
Gen. Adm. and Control 396 300 36! 
Hospital and Institution for Handicapped 181 337 19i 
Public Health 12 21 2{ 
Devel. and Promotion of Nat. Resources 117 164 11' 
Agriculture 75 230 r. 
Penal and Correction 162 185 81 
Public Safety 60 165 2) 
Regulation of Conmerce and Industry 13 98 6 
Judiciary • 136 212 13; 
Debt Service 282 887 S6( 
Legislature 3 
Unemployirent Compensation® 
Other 37 164 17 
Total Expenditures 3,660 12.773 7,17 
''Surveys of Utah Sovernirent - Utah Foundation H'l, 1946. Original data taken fr 
^Includes fish and game, park oonmission, water storage canmission, fairs and e 
'Dept. of TJneicploynient Security of the Industrial Comraission of Utah, Statistic 
4 The difference between total expenditures here and that shown in Pig* 8 result 
funds as unemploynient fund, highway fvmda and liquor control funds in the latt 
of collection are ultimately expended as indicated in Fig. 6. 
NOTE J Interdepartmental transfers, refunds and non-expense items have been eli 
in-aid which were paid through the state treasury are included. Transac 
Program are excluded except direct state appropriations. Disbursements 
since only net profits from liquor sales were reported as revenue. 

103 
Table 27 
EXPENDITURES OF UTAH STATE OOVERmffiNT 
1916 to 1945^ 
(Thousand Dollars) 
1916 1920 1925 1930 1935 1940 1S45 
1,339 2,632 3,792 5,042 5,623 7,335 12,089 
9 21 2 24 15,586 7,987 9,295 
831 7.357 •1,519 3,911 6,626 6,671 5,729 
396 300 363 945 1,697 1,293 1,260 
181 337 198 345 431 632 937 
12 21 29 38 23 32 849 
117 164 117 352 210 480 831 
75 230 71 302 105 370 489 
162 186 85 218 164 255 357 
60 165 28 124 58 57 385 
13 98 66 139 116 226 247 
136 212 133 248 216 222 299 
282 887 560 918 1,067 264 123 
38 22 60 90 
1,523 183 
37 164 173 195 66 82 147 
3,660 12,773 7,174 12,823 32,048 27,429 33,310^ 
ndation fX, 1946» Original data taken from the State Auditor's Biennial Report, 
on, water storage conmission, fairs and expositions and publicily. 
I Industrial Cominission of Utah, Statistical Heports. 
lures here and that shown in Fig. 8 results from including additions to such reserve 
'imda and liquor oontrol funds in the latter which, while not expended within the year 
i as indicated in Fig. 8. 
ifunds and non-expense items have been eliminated. State expenditure of Pederal-grants-
the state treasuiry are included. Transactions pertaining to the Teachers' Retirement 
>ect state appropriations. Disbursements by the Liquor Commission have been eliminated 
^uor sales were reported as revenue. 
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Table 28 
PERCENTAGE DISTHIBUTION OP STATE OP UTAH EXPENDITUR 
1916 to 1945^ 
1916 1920 1925 19S0 1 
Education S6.7 20.6 52,8 39,5 1 
Public Welfare 0.2 0.2 0.2 4 
Highways 22.8 57.6 21*2 30,5 2 
Gen» Ad in* and Control 10.8 2.3 5.1 7.3 
Hospital and Institution for Handicapped 5,0 2.6 2.8 2,7 
Public Health 0.3 0.2 0.4 0,8 1 
DOT* and Promotion of Nat. Resources^ S.2 l.S 1,6 2.7 1 
Agriculture 2.1 1.8 1,0 2,4 
Penal and Correotion 4.4 1.4 1,2 1,7 
Public Safety 1.7 1.3 0,4 1,0 
Regulation of Commerce and Industry 0.4 0.8 0,9 1,1 
Judiciary 3.7 1.7 1,9 1,9 
Debt SerTice 7.7 6.9 7.8 7,2 
Legi slature 0.5 0,2 
Unen^loyment Compensation® 
Other 1.0 1.3 2,4 1,5 
Total Expenditures 100,0 100.0 100,0 100,0 10 
^tah State Auditor, Biennial Reports Reclassified by The Utah Foundation 
p Includes fish and game, park oonmission; urater storage ocmndssion, fair and expo 
publicity# 
^Dept. of Eajployment Security, Industrial Comission of Utah Reports, 1945. 
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Table 28 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OP STATE OF UTAH EXPENDITURE 
1916 to 1945^ 
1916 1920 1925 1950 1936 1940 1945 
S6.7 20.6 52.8 39.5 17.5 26.7 36.5 
0.2 0.2 * 0.2 48.6 29.1 27.9 
22.8 57.6 21.2 30.5 20.7 24.3 17.2 
10.8 2.3 5.1 7.3 5.3 4.7 3.8 
5.0 2.6 2.8 2.7 1.3 2.3 2.8 
0.3 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.1 2.5 
S.2 1.3 1.6 2.7 0.7 1.8 2.5 
2.1 1.8 1.0 2.4 o.s 1.4 1.5 
4.4 1.4 1.2 1.7 0.5 0.9 1.0 
1.7 1.3 0.4 1.0 0.2 0.2 1.1 
0.4 0.8 0.9 1.1 0.4 0.8 0.8 
3.7 1.7 1.9 1.9 0.7 0.8 0.9 
7.7 6.9 7.8 7.2 3.3 1.0 0.4 
0.5 0.2 0.2 0.3 
5.6 0.6 
1.0 1.3 2.4 1.5 0.2 0.3 0.4 
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
> Eandieapped 
iescuroes^ 
ndustry 
il Reports Reclassified by The Utah Foundation 
>k ooomifision, water storage oammisaion, fair and expositions., livestock shows^ 
::y. Industrial Conimission of Utah Reports, 1945 

10b. 
oorr eepondingly. 
Sduoat ion • 
In this category are included expenditures fox the 
senior and junior colleges and substantial contributions 
to the secondary and elementary schools of the ^ 0 school 
districts of the state* In addition* expenditures are 
included for adult education* vocational education and 
rehabilitation# the administrative costs of the state de­
portment of education* and state administration of the 
teachers' retirement fund as well as state appropriations 
to the teachers' retirement reserves* 
Expenditures for the industrial training school# the 
school for adult blind* the deaf and blind school and 
teachers' contributions to their retirement progrsim are 
not included* 
Expenditures for education have amounted to roughly 
one-third of the total expenditures of the state govern­
ment during this 30-year period. Annual expenditures have 
increased 5-fold or from $1*3 million tc $12* million* 
The rate of inoreaea is the same as for the total ex-
penditiares of the state* which explains why the proportion 
of state expenditures represented by this itan was 36 per­
cent in I9I6 and the same in 1936* However, it fluctuated 
during the period from I7 percent to 3^  percent* 
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Public welfare 
Expenditures for public welfare since IJjJ^  have become 
a major cost of state government. Prior to 193^ # the amount 
expended for this service was negligible amounting to less 
than 1/^  of one percent of the total and was for such purposes 
as the Children's Aid Society# Children's Service Society* etc. 
Upon receipt of large Federal grants in 193^  incident 
tc the depression of the 30* s# public welfare activities were 
oonsiderably expanded* The many phases of this new develop­
ment included General Assistance* Old Age Aesistence* Aid to 
the Blind, Aid to Dependent Children and others. In 153^  
this category absorbed 20 percent of state expenditiire and in 
1935, percent* It had declined to 27.9 percent by 19^ > 
$15»5 million was spent for this purpose in 1935 which de­
clined to i!t>9*3 million in 19^ 5* This decline was due pri­
marily to the great increase in employment opportunities in 
the private sector of the economy axiaing during the period 
of World War II* 
Highways 
The total amounts expended in the construction* main­
tenance and operation of the state highway system are in­
cluded in this category including Federal Grants-in-aid and 
the administrative costs of the State Highway Department* 
107. 
This represents the third most important activity of the 
state government in point of total expenditiffe* amoiinting 
to about 27 percent of total state expenditure during the 
last 50 years. The proportion spent for roads by the state 
has ranged from a high of 57"6 percent in I920 to a low of 
17 percent in 19^ 5* The amount expended ranged from l.iSJl 
thousand in I9I6 to §7 million in i920. $5.7 million were 
expended in 19^ i?« 
General administration and control 
Under this category are included the over-all admin­
istrative activities of the Governor, aecretary of State, 
Attorney General, Auditor, Treasurer, Department of Finance, 
engineer. Board of Examiners, State Tax Commission, Building 
Commission, Land Board, Board of Sxaminers and the Depart­
ment of Supplies and Purchase. In addition the cost cf 
administering the workmen's compensaticn laws, and the cost 
of necessary construction end maintenance of capitol build­
ing and groimdfl are included. 
This category has claimed about 5 percent of state 
expenditures during the ^ 0^ year period. The amount expended 
ranged from $^ 00 thousand dollars in I92O to $1«7 million in 
1935 declining to $1.3 by 19^ 5* 
loe. 
Hospitals and inatltutlons for the handloapped 
The State mentstl hodpltai* Tuberculosis aistnatorium# 
Sohool for the Adult Blind# Deaf and Blind Sohool* Uiners' 
Hospital* and the State Training Sohool are grouped in this 
olaeaifioation* These are institutions furnishing welfare 
and educational eervioes* Expenditures have increased from 
$1^ 0 thousand in I9I6 to $900 thousand in This has 
never been more than § percent and moat of the time has 
averaged around 2^  percent of the total state expenditure* 
Public health 
Activities of the Bureau of Vital Statistlos* admin-
ietration of the Pure Food and Driig Act and cooperation with 
the Federal and local governments in the prevention and con­
trol of ooamunioable diseases* maternal and child care* and 
other related activities make up the services of this group* 
prior to 19^ -1)- expenditures never exceeded $60 thousand 
dollft^ s nor 1/2 of 1 perorat of the total* Hovever in 19^  ^
and 19^ 5 *8 pa^ t of the expanded war progran large sums of 
Federal money became available for control of venereal die-
eases and other services* This increased the expenditure 
to $5^ 0 thousand representing 2.35 percent of the total* 
109. 
OeveXopaent aad oontrol of natur&l resouroea 
Diiring tbo 30->year period expenditiires under tbis head 
bave increased from $117 thousand to thousand* Bowever* 
the proportion of total et&te expenditures represented toy tbis 
itea remained at apj>roximately tbroivgbout tbis period* 
Expenditures vare nade for fairs* expositions* geologioaJ. 
surveys* oonaervation* foresters and fire control* aotlvities 
to expand* develop* and publioize the state's natur&l re* 
sources* 
Agriculture 
Expenditures under tbis bead have in or eased from 
thousand in I9I6 to $4^ 9 tbousend in 194^  averaging about 1*3 
percent throughout the ;)0-y9ar period, suoh aotivitiea as 
brand inspeotion* control and sanufaoture of comasroial feed 
stuffa and fertilisers* rsgulation of produce dealer^ * rodent 
and predatory anisal oontrol* veed eradication* Livestock and 
poultry disease control* bee inspection* soil conservation 
and ttarketing service aake up the services of tbis depfirtnent • 
Penal and correction 
Included here are expenditures for the state prison and 
the industrial training school* adult parole and control* 
extradition and delivery of prisoners* aaintenenoe of Bureau 
uo. 
of Oriainal Identification and Board of Pardons* Expenditures 
under this bead diiring the 30 years are aXnost identioal vith 
those under Agrioulture. However the expenditure for I9I6 was 
$16^  thousand and for thousand* 
Fublio safety 
Expenditure for the 3tat>3 Highway Patrol* the National 
Guard* Stats Guard* and Council for Defense constitute this 
olasfisifloatlon« Prior to 19^ ci expenditure for, these activities 
fluotuated between thousand to $165 thousand* ths percentage 
deoreasing from I.7 to 0»2. For each of the last ^  yews 
to 1945 expenditures jumped to ^ >75 thousand* Boifever 
the percentage of total expenditure ^ as only 1»X percent 
during the four-year period. 
Begulatlon of comaeroe and industry 
Activities here are oonoerned with regulation of bank­
ing* busicesa* public utilities* insurance* aeouritiee* 
X}epart8ie&t of Heglst'&tlott* Trade CoistBlssion* and Induetri&l 
Comisiesion* Sxpendltures Inoreaeed from $13 thousand in 
1916 to 12^ 4-7 thousand In or an increase froa 0o4 percent 
to percent of . total expenditures* 
Judiciary 
All costs incident to s&intaioing the State Supr-eue 
Ill* 
Court> the state District Courts asd JuTeclle Oourts* are 
included here* Sxpendltures here hare increased from 41136 
thouoand to thouaacd* a little laore than double* in 
thirty years* Howerer the peroentage of total has declined 
fro» 5*7 to 0«9* 
Debt eervioe 
Amounts paid as interest on bonds* sinking fund addi-
tlon^ s for bond retirement and anounte appropriated by the 
l4^ ialature for direct debt retirement ore included under 
this clasaiflcation. During the jO-yaar period 1916-19^ 5 
£^1 nilllon have been expended for debt servicea* this 
represented a little aore than 4 percent of the total atate 
expenditures during this period* 
Annual expenditures increased from thousand 
dollars in 1916 to $1*6 million in 19^ 5 and 19j^ « deoruaa* 
ing to thousand in 19'^ *^ the state debt was in effect 
viped out in 19'^ ?« ?he state owned enoi^ h federal bonds to 
sore than liquidate the balance at this date* The percent* 
ege of total expenditure represented by this category in­
creased from kit in I9I6 to 1^  percent in 1$Z6 and 19£8a 
then decreased to 4 percrat in 193^ # increased to 11 percent 
the next year* then steadily declined to less than 1/2 per« 
cent in 19^ 5* 
112. 
UnfHsploymsnt ooatpensatlon 
iUBounts appearing aere are not InoXiuied in the biennial 
reports of the Sti^ te Auditor. AotlTltles ot this department 
are Inti^ rated with the Federal prograa for Social Seourity* 
Payjsents of Unemployment oompensation benefits amounted 
to $1*5 million the first year of the program in 193^ ' They 
vere million the following year« then deolised to $1«5 
nlllion vhere they reoained for 3 years* Since 19^ 3 ex­
penditures have been less than |200 thousand annually. This 
deollB^  in expenditures was due largely to employment oppor­
tunities ineident to World War ZX* Peroentage of total 
expenditures ranged from a high of 7 in to 0.^  in 19^ f>« 
Other expenditures 
A variety of small misoellaneous items make up this 
group suoh as: the oo^t of printing and binding* malntenanoe 
of State Bistorioal @ooiety» Sundry Olalms against State* 
Special investigations and other minor items* 
4. Otah state income and expenditures 19^ 5 
For the last year of the study* 19^ p* Figure ft shows 
h^C source and applic&tlon of $^ *66^ *000 of state revenue 
by major categories* 
F<^eral Qr&nte-in-ald represented the largest single 
source of revenue* 19*5 percent of the total* These funds 
I i,/fskTc>.j. 
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SOURCE OF FUNDS DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS 
state aid to 
ja:district schools 
•wK?xS>SS 20.6% iiiSSSS 
aid 
::sales and use: 
i::;:':*:*:'K TAXES 
I 7 Q Z  higher 
education 
9.1 Z :|ndividual income,: 
:corp franchise t 
9 3 X  
OTHER TAXES. 
LICENSES. AND FEES 
I 8.8% 
administration, 
vsirtsern/e.and other 
20.7 K 
highways 
14.IZ motor fuel taxes 
^ auto reg. fees 
m»v> 
. 1  % m  
0.32 
service unemployment insurance 
I2.3Z 
unemployment 
compensflton tax' 
H G 
TOTAL $40,665,000 TOTAL $40,665,000 
SOURCE: state auditor's and state treasurer's reports 
FIGURE 8 Income and Expenditures, Utah State Government, 1945 
Xl^ 
vrere spent for public welfare, education at every level, and 
higlways. Certain other taxes, (including non-tax revenues 
from licenses and fees) were the second largest source of 
state revenue, constituting 1B.& perceat of the total. This 
was spent for adminietration and Higher education. Sales and 
Use taxes represented 17.9 percer^t of the total. These funds 
•were spent for public welfare. 
Individual income and Corporate franchise Taxes were 
9.3 percent of total revenue. Seventy-five percent of the 
individual Income taxes and corporation franchise taxes -went 
for the district schools and 25 nercent went into the general 
fund for education and administration. Motor Fuels Taxes and 
Motor Vehicle Registration fees which were 13.I percent of 
state revenues in 19^1-5, were expended 55 percent for roads, 
26 percent for industrial development and publicity, and 19 
percent for administration. Unemployment compensation taxes 
were levied to build up a reserve for the future relief of 
the unemployed. From this accumulated reserve, unemplojrment 
compensation payments of |;1S3 thousand were made in 19^5» 
5 Percent of the revenue came from the sale of liquor 
which was spent for Administrative expense and to finance 
the school lunch program. 
The General property tax constituted ^  percent of total 
and went mainly for support of the district schools. However, 
part of it went for highways and public welfare. 
U5. 
To suiBmariza expenditurea in 
22.9 perofint of total expenditures went for public «el> 
fares <^ 0o6 percent vent for state aid to district soiioolei 
9«1 paroent vont for higher education* making Qdarly 1/3 for 
education; aO<7 percent vent for Ada in ietr at Ion and otheri 
llf»l percent vent for highways; ia«3 percent went into Tin-
iKBploysent Inaur&nce reserve funda; and *3 percent vent for 
debt aeryioe* 
D« County OoYernment HeTenuee and Kxpendituxea 
1. Coacarison of revenues of counties of the Onited States 
and the Sleven ffeatem States* 
Counties of the I3nited States received approximatoly 3$ 
percent of their revenue fro« the property tax in 19^ » 
(Table Utah counties received 83 per cent» This was 
the highest proportion of any of the veetern states. Montana 
vas next highest vith percent. The lowest was Arizona 
which received ^ 3*^  percent* 
Bevenue froa taxes other than property was not very 
inportant for the countiea of the nation In constituting 
only £*3 percent of their total revenues. In seven of the 
western states* including Otah* less than 1 percent came froa 
other taxes* However» Montana counties received 10 percent 
Srevada counties received 7*6 percent from these other 
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Table 29 
GENERAL RETENUE OP COUNTIES OF THE U.S. AND OP THE ELEVEN 
1942^  
(000 Omitted) 
n. S* and 
States 
Total 
Am cunt 
Revenue 
Percent 
Property Taxes 
Amovint Percent 
Ottier 
Amount 
Taxes Ai 
Percent A 
Total U* S* 11,684.755 100,0 1896,972 54.9 136,848 2.3 
Utah 5,534 100.0 4,694 84.8 32 0.6 
Calif or nia 201,902 100.0 105,686 52.3 1,460 0.7 
Oregon 18,648 100.0 14,228 76.3 93 0.5 
Washington 26,041 100.0 13,769 52.9 122 0.4 
Idaho 9,156 100.0 5,932 64.8 62 0.7 
Nerada 5,996 100.0 4,237 70.7 455 7.6 
Arizona 6,926 100.0 1,650 23.8 63 0.9 
Colorado 31,907 100.0 8,508 26.7 821 2.5 
Montana 15,094 100.0 12,341 81.8 1,487 9.8 
New Mexioo 4,133 100.0 2,603 63.0 109 2.6 
Vfyondng 8,195 100.0 3,676 44.9 36 0.4 
S. Bureau of "Uie Census* "Governmental Finances in the U» S* 1942"* table 6» 
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Tabl« 29 
' COUUTIES OF THE TJ.S, AMD OF THE ELEVEN WESTERN STATES 
1942^  
(000 Omitted) 
ty Taxes Other Taxes Aid firom other Govts* E^nings ^Uiso*." 
Percent Aniount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percei 
54.9 $36,848 2.3 $551,203 33.7 1149,732 9.2 
84.8 32 0.6 390 7.0 418 7.6 
52.3 1,460 0,7 83,489 41.4 11,267 5.6 
76.3 93 0.5 3,058 16.4 1,269 6.8 
52.9 122 0.4 8,642 33.2 3,508 13.5 
64.8 62 0.7 2,432 26.5 730 8.0 
70.7 455 7.6 477 7.9 827 13.8 
23.8 63 0.9 4,384 63.3 829 12.0 
26,7 821 2.5 19,445 60.0 3,133 9.9 
81.8 1,487 9.8 327 2.2 939 6.2 
63.0 109 2.6 1,101 26.6 320 7.8 
44.9 36 0.4 3,913 47.7 570 7.0 
tes in the U S. 1942", table 6* 
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souroeft* 
Aid fxott other govemmente* sainXy st&te gOYernffieiits* 
oonetituted the oiost l&port&nt souroe of county revenue next 
to property taxes- About one^ third ot the revenue for all 
oountiea oame from "other governsenta." In three of the 
western states# Inoluding Utah* revenue frca other govern-
fflentft was less than 10 percent of the total revenue but in 
tmo statesf Arlaona and Coloradoi revenue froa 'other govern­
ments" amounted to more than 60 percent of total revenues. 
Hftvenuo from earnings and miscellaneous amounted to 9 
percent for the nation, four of the western group ranjjed 
above this aver&ge and seven* including Utah* received less-
2. County expenditures 
Sxpsnditures by Utah counties for operation has more 
than doubled from X^ SS to 19^  ^while capital outlay was 
reduced by 84^  percent and expenditure for debt service was 
reduced by two-thirds* (Table 30)• Total expenditures by 
counties increased by about one-fourth in this period* 
Between I93O and 1933* total expenditure declined about 4o 
percent due partly to the elimination of the levy by the county 
for etate road purposes and partly to reduoed revenues in­
cident to the depression. 
From 1933 on« the expenditures for public welf^ r^e more 
than made up for the decline mentioned above. 
lABtl 30 
IHSSDS IH BXPERDITOHg lOS CCffJNTIES IH UTAH 
192s - V^2 
( TbouBsajd Dollars) 
Tear Operation GapitedL Debt <l^ ta^  
Oatlfisr Service 
1926 ^  2,391*0 1.319*0 517.0 4,227.0 
1930 3.027.0 1.523.0 59^ .^0 5.1^ *0 
1933 2,165.0 527.0 509.0 3»201.0 
1^ 2 ^  5.023.0 19U.0 17^ .0 5.391.0 
1/ InTestlgatlne Committee of Utah. Oovenuaental Uiiits 193^ page 13-O, 
1926 to 1933. 
^ TJ. S. Bureaax of the Oanatis "Goranmsntal Elnance in the U» 8. 19^2". 
tatde 10. 
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The purposes for which expenditures are made on the 
county level have inoreased all during the period under con­
sideration and include* in addition to general administration, 
care of indigent* hospitals* exhibits* roads* memorials* 
libraries* public welfare* Colorado Biver development* 
noxious weed control* airports and postwar building and con­
struction reserves* 
E* Elementary and Secondary aohool Revenue and Sxpenditurea 
1. Comparative revenue for schools in the Uihited States 
and the eleven western states. 
There is a great variation in the proxx>rtion of revenue 
for the support of elementary and secondary schools which 
comes from a local property tax and that which comes from 
other governments* principally the State Gtovernments in the 
various states* (Table 3I)* 
For the nation generally* in 19^2* approximately 60 
percent of the revenue for public elementary and seoondary 
schools came from local property taxes* while 36 percent 
came from state and federal sources* Utah schools received 
38 percent from local taxes and about ^ percent from state 
and federal sources* Less than 1 percent of Utah school 
revenue came from the Federal Government and about 2^ per­
cent of total revenue came from property taxes levied at 
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Table 31 
GENERAL REVRMUE FOR ELEMEWTARY AND SECONDARY SCHO(LS FOR THE fJATIC 
1942^  
(Thouseind Dollars) 
Total HeTanuo Local Property Taxes Other Taxes 
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 
Total U. S. 1,797,983 100.0 1,077< ,470 59. ,9 1,361 
Utah 11,823 100.0 6) ,898 58, »3 
California 194,910 100,0 102, ,118 52. ,4 
Oregon 20,609 100.0 13. ,347 64« ,8 
Washington 40,869 100.0 13| ,465 33. ,0 
Idaho 10,519 100.0 6, ,011 57. >2 
Nevada 3,116 100.0 
Arizona 11,926 100.0 4, ,562 30. >3 
Colorado 24,587 100.0 17, ,420 70, .9 
Montana 14,438 100.0 8, OS
 
o
 
CO
 
61. ,0 
New Mexico 8,927 100.0 2, ,982 33. ,5 8 
Wyondng 5,795 100.0 2, ,791 48. ,2 104 
^Bureau of the Census "Finances in the tJ« S* 1942**• table 6 
^This includes |2*8 million of Property Taxes collected by the state. 
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Table 31 
TARY AND SECONDARY SCHOaS PGR THE KATICN AKD THE ELEVEN WESTERN STATES 
1942^  
(Thousand Dollars) 
Property Taxes 
t Percent 
Other 
Amount 
Taxes 
Percent 
Aid from 
Amount 
other Govts. 
Percent 
Earnings & Misc. 
Amount Percent 
70 59,9 1,361 0.1 645,510 35.9 73,642 4.1 
98 58,3 4,821^ 40.8 104 0,9 
18 52.4 82,325 42.2 10,467 5.4 
47 64.8 5,126 24.9 2,136 10.3 
65 33.0 24,411 59.7 2,993 7,3 
11 57,2 3,927 37.3 581 5.5 
2,570 82.5 546 17.5 
62 38.3 7,186 60.3 178 1.4 
20 70.9 7,167 29.1 
08 61.0 5,630 39.0 
82 33.6 8 5,920 66.3 17 0.2 
91 48.2 104 1.8 2,612 45.1 288 4.9 
42". table 6 
llected by the state. 
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the state level. About SIO percent of total revenue for local 
Utah schoolB came from property taxes in 19^2. The other 
western states ranged from nothing from property taxes raised 
locally in Nevada to 71 percent raised locally in Colorado. 
There are seven of the eleven western states whloh raised a 
smaller proportion from local taxes than Utah and three 
(Oregon, Ooloxado and Montana) which raised, a larger propor­
tion. Washington and Arlisona each received about 6o percent 
of the school revenue from State and Federal sources while 
Nevada and BTew MeKlco received 22,5 percent and 66 percent 
respectively. 
2. Revenues of Utah school districts. 
Total receipts for elementary and secondary education 
in Utah have quadrupled in the thirty-year period since 1915, 
increasing from $^.3 million to $17*£^ million, (Table 32). 
Federal funis grew from nothing in 1913 to more than 
$1 million in 19^5« In the latter year Federal aid included 
appropriation for the War Training, School lunch and Emergency 
funds. 
State funis for local education are eight times what 
they were thirty years ago, increasing from less than $1 
million to $6.7 million. They represented about g percent cf 
total receipts in 1915 nearly ^  percent in 19^ '-5-
Revenue from local taxation for the support of schools 
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Table 32 
RECEIPTS OF EIEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS 
1916 - 1945 
(Thousand Dollars) 
1914-15 1919-20 1924-25 1929-30 
Source Amount Peroent Amount Peroent Amount Percent Amount Percent 
Federal Funds 36 0.4 46 0.5 35 0.3 
State Funds 827 8.S 1,979 20.0 3,478 34.9 3,664 27.2 
Local Taxes and Other 8,962 89.9 4,457 45.1 5,967 59.9 7,956 59.1 
Borrowings 175 1.8 3,413 34.5 473 4.7 1,797 13.4 
Total Receipts 9.964 100.0 9,885 100.0 9,964 100.0 13,452 100.0 
%tah Department of Education Biennial Reports. 
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Table 32 
PTS OF EUSMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS OP UTAH^ 
1916 - 1945 
(Thousand Dollars) 
-20 1924-25 1929-30 1934-35 1939-40 1944-45 
0.4 46 0.5 35 0.3 58 0.5 838 6.5 1,089 6.1 
20.0 8,478 34.9 3,664 27.2 4,202 36.5 4,624 35.7 6,746 37.8 
45.1 5,967 59.9 7,956 59.1 6,266 54.4 6,754 52.0 8,854 49.6 
34.5 473 4.7 1,797 13.4 998 8.6 749 5.8 1,160 6.5 
100.0 9,964 100.0 13,452 100.0 11,524 100.0 12,965 100.0 17,849 100.0 
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represented approximately half of total receipts for the 
entire period. 
Borrowings have fluctuated widely from million in 
1920 which wae one-third of the total receipts to $175 
thousand five years earlier. This was about 2 percent of 
the total. In 19^5 only |1 million was borrowed which 
represented 6 percent of the total. 
3. Sx-penditures of Utah school diatriote. (19X6-19^5) 
Total expenditures for local elementary and secondary 
schools quadrupled during this 30-ye^ period, (Table 33).  
Operating expenses have represented about three-fourths 
of the total expenditures throughout the period. 
Capital outlay has fluctuated rather widely ranging 
from 10 percent to 20 percent during the first 25 years 
and dropping to k percent in 19^5. 
Expenditures for debt service represented about 7 per­
cent of total expenditure at the beginning of the 3C-year 
period. It comprised 12 percent of the total at the end of 
the first 10 years. However, it was nearly twice as much 
in 19^5 as it was five years earlier. It has represented 
from 7 percent to 12 percent of total expenditures through­
out the period. 
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Table 33 
TOTAL EXPEHDITURE BY UTAH SCHOOL DISTRK 
Division 1914-15 1919-20 1924-25 1929-30 
General Control $ 465,541.32 $ 372,215.62 $ 407,880.5J 
Instruction^ 5,723,255.87 6,664,412.0'i 
Coordinate Activities 36,256.16 55,146.12 
Auxiliary Agencies 5,427,491.00 289,261,70 516,575.32 
Operation of Plant 769,762.15 872,909,2] 
Maintenance of Plant 345,520.69 415,729.9C 
Fixed Charge 75,417.62 99,797.95 
Total Operating 13,470,931.24 5«893,032.00 7,621,689.81 9,032,451.21 
Capital Outlay 884,509.95 1,995,865.00 1,222,913.70 1,939,039.39 
Debt Service 290,812.38 464,637.00 1,162,275.10 1,421,674.50 
Paid Other Districts 
War Training Payments -
Total Payments 14,335,253.57 $8,353,534.00 $9,996,878.61 $12,393,165.11 
^tah Department of Education Biennial Reports, 1944-1945. 
^Includes Adult Evening, Part Time Classes and Summer Sohools* 
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Table 33 
3TAL EXPBKDITURE BT UTAH SCHOOL DISTRICTS^ 
!0 1924-25 1929-30 1934-35 1939-40 1944-46 
L.32 1 372,215.62 1 407,880.59 $ 358,577.07 1 409,214.05 1 494,370.11 
5,723,255.87 6,664,412.07 5,562,531.14 7,121,792.01 9,658,729.29 
36,256.16 55,146.12 44,687.27 106,745.52 1,396,775.55 
L.OO 289,261.70 516,575.33 526,761.20 548,675.17 628,644.60 
769,762.15 872,909.21 778,048.36 962,523.80 1,327,229.11 
345,520.69 415,729.90 319,430.94 505,693.51 697,990.60 
75,417.62 99,797.99 125,403.63 98,962.23 120,963.93 
o
 
o
 
•
 7,621,689.81 9,032,451.21 7,715,439.61 9,754,606.30 14,304,693.09 
i.OO 1,222,913.70 1,939,039.39 1,088,190.44 2,292,409.88 708,048.95 
^00 1,162,275.10 1,421,674.50 1,S86,683.31 1,218,072.60 2,119,138.84 
6,452.64 20,727.40 
- 503,026.96 
:.00 19,996,878.61 $12,393,165.11 110,190,313.36 $13,271,541.42 117,655,633.13 
1944-1945. 
lummer Sohools* 
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!*• Olty and Tovn Revenue and Szpendlturea 
1. Oomparatlve revenue of olties and towns in the United 
\ 
States and the eleven western states* 
Cities and towns* for the country as a whole receive 
about two-thirds of their revenue from property taxes* 
(Table 34)* Utah* Idaho* California and Arizona cities 
raise approximately the same proportion from local taxes as 
the average for the nation# The cities of Oregon got 72 per­
cent and the olties of the other western states received less 
than the national average from property taxes* 
On the average* the cities of the nation received one-
sixth of their revenues from state sources in 19^ 2. 
Colorado got 3^ percent* Washington 21 percent and California 
16-3 percent* thereby equalling or exceeding the national 
average* New Mexico got 13*S* Idaho 8 percent* Utah re­
ceived only 6 percent and the other five western states re­
ceived less than Utah from state sources* 
It is interesting to note the much higher proportion 
of revenues coming from Municipal earnings in the western 
states than for the nation at large* Only lifevada showed a 
smaller proportion from this source* Utah occupied a median 
position while Montana municipalities obtained one>third of 
total revenues and Wyoming municipalities received two-fifths 
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Table 34 
GENERAL REVENUE OP THE CITIES AND TOMS IN THE U.S. AND IN THE ELE 
Total U. S. Total Revenues Properly Taxes Other Taxes 
and States Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Per cent 
Total U.S. 3,494,247 100.0 2,283,770 65.3 320,084 9.2 
Utah 6.633 • 100.0 4,219 63.6 752 11.3 
California 170,919 100.0 102,898 60.2 10,994 6.4 
Oregon 14,978 100.0 10,822 72.3 1,291 8.6 
Washington 27,342 100.0 12,042 44.0 3,603 13.2 
Idaho 4,210 100.0 2,762 65.6 238 5.7 
Nevada 1,405 100.0 770 54.8 515 36.7 
Arizona 4,416 100.0 2,925 66.2 540 12.3 
Colorado 21,385 100.0 10,162 47.5 1,554 7.3 
Montana 5,593 100.0 3,256 58.2 326 5.8 
New Mexico 2,215 100.0 1,092 49.3 459 20.7 
Wyoming 2,869 100.0 1,356 47.3 380 13.2 
^Bureau of the Census "Government Finances In the U.S. 1942" - Table 6. 
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Table 34 
AND TOTOS IN THE U.S. AND IN THE ELE7EN WESTERN STATES IN 1942^ 
Taxes Other Taxes Aid IVon other Govts* Earnings & Hiso» 
Percent Amount Per oent Amount Percent Amount Percent 
65.5 320,084 9.2 583,609 16.7 306,784 8.8 
63.6 752 11.3 411 6.2 1,251 18.9 
60.2 10,994 6.4 27,827 16.3 29,200 17.1 
72.3 1,291 8.6 589 3.9 2,276 15.2 
44.0 3,603 13.2 5,842 21.4 5,855 21.4 
65.6 238 5.7 338 8.0 872 20.7 . 
54.8 515 36.7 16 1.1 104 7.4 
66.2 540 12.3 156 3.5 795 18.0 
47.5 1,554 7.3 7,296 34.1 2,373 11.1 
• 58.2 326 5.8 169 3.0 1,842 33.0 
49.3 459 20.7 305 13.8 359 16.2 
47.3 380 13.2 28 1.0 1,105 38.5 
S. 1942" Table 6* 
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from muniolpal earnings in 
2. Expenditures of oitiea and towns 
Sxpenditurea by oities and towns in Utah for operationy 
following a rise of about 11 percent from 1926 to 1930» de­
clined to a point 25 percent below the I926 expenditure by 
I9^2v (Table 33)* On the other hand» expenditiires by oities 
for capital purposes* were 3 times as high in 194£ as they 
were in 1926« ISxpenditures for debt service increased one 
third during this period* 
These trends are just the opposite of those presented 
by the counties* 
The purposes for which cities spend their money include# 
in addition to general administration* water facilities* 
other utilities* streets* sewers* drainage* 'special improTe-
ments* libraries and gymnasia* halls and memorials* parks* 
public safety, airports* postwar building. 
(}• Trends in Indebtedness of State and Local 
Oovernmental Units* 
1» State and local indebtedness in the U» St and the 
eleven western states 
The trend of indebtedness of governmental units is of 
primary importance in the formulation of a tax program. 
128. 
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j'lrstf b8oauB9 any tax program must provide for debt retire­
ment as nell as for oiirrent coats of goTdrnment* Second* if 
the trend of indebtedneats is upi a program of retrenohment 
or an inoreaae in the rates of taxation on present souroee or 
the dieoovery of new aouroes would be indicated* Table >6 
shows the trend of total indebtednees since 19^^ for all the 
states and looal governments in the nation. The trend for 
Utah and the other western st&tes is shown separately* 
During the lHO year period the total indebtedness of all 
the states nearly tripled and the total indebtednees of looal 
governments nearly doubled* The combined indebtedness of 
state and looal governments nearly doubled* 
During this same period three of the eleven western 
states showed a deoline in both state and local indebted­
ness. These were tJtah« Idaho and Arizona* Utah and Idaho 
reduced their total debts by about one-third* This was the 
sharpest deoline except in Montana* which increased her 
state debt but reduoed looal indebtedness so sharply that 
her total debt was reduced by nearly one-half* The state 
indebtedness of Utah declined 73 percent while looal in­
debtedness decreased 2^ percent* 
Four of the western states increased both state and 
looal indebtedness* These were California* Washington* 
Colorado and Sew Mexico* 
The indebtedness of looal governmental units in 
ISO 
Table 36 
C0MPARATI7E TRENDS IN TOTAL DEBT OP STATE AND LOCAL GOVERN?.IEKTS IN THE UNITED STATES AI 
(Thousand Dollars) 
State Area St Gross Debf^ 
Level of Govt. 1922 1932 
Continental U.S. 10,255,458 19,576,412 
State 1,162,651 2,895,845 
•Lceal 9,092,807 16,680,567 
Utah 53,394 53,723 
State 10,709 11,445 
Local 41,685 42,278 
California 532,448 1,138,531 
State 85,476 147,179 
Local 446,972 991,352 
OregCHi 153,847 241,105 
State 46,815 60,999 
Local 107,032 180,106 
Washington 187,039 224,769 
State 13,454 8,257 
Loo ad 173,585 216,512 
Idaho 66,499 81,842 
State 8,085 7,525 
Local 58,414 74,317 
Nevada 7,170 10,868 
State 1,751 1,634 
Local 5,419 9,234 
Ariaona 49,657 78,476 
State 5,758 3,708 
Local 43,899 74,768 
Colorado 101,003 135,401 
State 12,237 8,162 
Local 88,766 127,239 
Hontana 72,814 78,895 
State 7,864 10,834 
Local 64,950 68,961 
New Mexico 26,401 38,960 
State 5,144 12,232 
Local 21,337 26,728 
Sfyoraing 20,323 44,521 
State 4,038 5,597 
Local 16,285 38,924 
^Bureau of the Censm "Government Finances in the U.S., 1942" Table 19 
2 Both long-terra and short-term obligations. 
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Table 36 
lAL G0VER1JI.1ENTS IN THE OTITED STATES AND THE ELEVEK WESTERN STATES PRCM 1922 to 1942^ 
(Thousand Dollars) 
1922 
Gross Debt^ 
1932 1942 
.0«255»458 19,576,412 18,999,949 
1,162,651 2,895,845 3,270,654 
9,092,807 16,680,567 • 15,729,295 
53,394 53,723 34,786 
10,709 11,445 2,590 
41,685 42,278 32,198 
532,443 1,138,531 1,342,139 
85,476 147,179 218,421 
446,972 991,352 1,130,718 
153,047 241,105 130,856 
46,815 60,999 31,289 
107,032 180,106 108,567 
187,039 224,769 196,118 
13,454 8,257 17,257 
173,585 216,512 178,861 
66,499 81,842 45,361 
8,085 7,525 3,601 
58,414 74,317 41,760 
7,170 10,868 10,748 
1,751 1,634 669 
5,419 9,234 10,079 
49,657 78,476 41,281 
5,758 3,708 3,663 
43,899 74,768 37,618 
101,003 135,401 141,809 
12,237 8,162 24,089 
88,766 127,239 117,720 
72,814 78,895 39,864 
7,864 10,834 13,161 
64,950 68,961 26,703 
26,401 38,960 61,789 
5,144 12,232 27,426 
21,337 26,728 34,363 
20,323 44,521 19,891 
4,038 5,597 3,568 
16,285 38,924 16,323 
the U.S., 1942" Table 19 
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Wyoming was about the same at the close of the period as it 
was at the beginning# although it doubled between 1922 and 
1932» Over the twenty-^year period# Wyoming state indebted­
ness declined slightly and total indebtedness of state and 
local units of government in 19^ was alightly below the 
1922 level# 
2» Indebtedness of the 3tate of Utah» 19^2 to 19^5 
Since 19^2| the net indebtedness of the state of UtaJi 
has been eliminated* While Table 37 shows $21^«000) the 
state has investments in U«S« Government bonds in excess of 
all outstanding debts* 
3* Ohange in long-term indebtedness in Utah since 1932* 
During the 10-yeajr period preceding World War II» the 
trend of long-term municipal debt was upward while that of 
the other governmental units was downward, (See Table 3®)* 
The following information is pertinent in explanation of 
this increase for cities* 
a* The proportion of the population of the state 
residing in incorporated municipalities increased from 
71*7 percent in i932 to 76*6 percent in 19M-1* At the same 
time the proportion of the assessed valuation of the tan­
gible property of the state located in incorporated 
municipalities decreased from 91*8 percent to 46*9 percent* 
Table 37 
STATE INDEBTEDNESS IK UTAH 
1940 - 1945 ^ 
Year Thousand Dollars 
1940 5,046,0 
1941 2,901.0 
1942 2«590.0 
1943 607.0 
1944 660.0 
1945 215.0 
^Rising State Expenditures, Fab. 1946—^Published by the Tax Foundation, New York 
13S* 
Tabl« 88 
CRASCIB 15 LOB0-TKRK I*I®8TS0]!5SS OP 
UTAH OdT^ animAL Q»XTS S18CB 19S2 * 
1982 1941 P«ro«2ict 
6cm»ri»ental Unit Thow* Doll&rt thouc* Dollw* Chuns* 
Stftte 10,S10«0 2»108*0 - 80.0 
CotmtiM i»174*6 1«074«0 - 74*8 
ddhool Dictriota 10«6!7.8 9«429«8 - 10*4 
CitlM fad TO«M 1S»906»0 22«886.2 / 40*7 
Tot&l 41,U8«3 ^  34.898.5 • 14*6 
U^tah 9tat« Tax Comniaalcm* TTt^ ubliahcd Coapilaticas* 1945. 
T^hla la araproxiaataly $12 isillion laaa tba» the oimaua figares 
(Table 85)• 
134. 
On a per capita basis the assessed value of city property de­
creased from $20:5.57 in I932 to $632.SI in 1941. This repre­
sents a decrease of 21.3 percent for cities compared with a 
decrease of S.8 pei'cent in the over-all per capita aaaeased 
value for the state* 
b. Fifty-five additional municipalities were incor­
porated during this period* This meant an increased demand 
for services which are not available to unincorporated towns. 
c. There has been a growing d.emand for additional 
municipal services by municipalities already incorporated 
such as street improvement» recreational programs* water 
worksf sewer systems* and other services. 
Per capita long-term indebtedness of Utah governmental 
On a per capita basis state bonded debt has decreased 
Sl*55 percent from 193c: to 19ii-l» (Table 39); county debts 
decreased 76 percent and debts of school districts declined 
17 percent* During the same period per capita long-term 
debt for city and town purposes increased 21.3 percent* 
139# 
Table 89 
PBS CAPITA LOBS«^TBBH INDEBTEDRESS OP 
UTAH aOVSRHMEKTAL U13ITS 
1932 and 1941 ^ 
1932 1941 Peromxt 
Unit of QOTernraent Dollars Dollars. Chang* 
State ,80.70 3.S2 - 81.65 
Countios 8.22 1.95 * 76.28 
School Distriota 20.73 17.13 - 17.37 
Cltioa and foimc 4S.e9 53.10 / 21.64 
^Utah Stata Tax Cooviiaslca* Unpublichcid eoiapllatioiu 1945. 
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Giiapuer IV. 
OVrLOOK yCH JUTURa PR0FI2RirY TAX lEVJES. 
A. aansral statement. 
ftL9 purpose of tiiis section is to ascertain the probable 
effect upon future property tax levies of the future budget 
plans of the various taxing units. The prosecution of the 
recent war necessitated the deferrment of contemplated 
building programs as well as the postponement of the maintenance 
of existing plant* 
The methods employed in this study were: first, to send 
out questlonaires to the taxing officials of the counties, 
local school districts and cities and towns, a copy of yitilob. 
is reproduced in section a; second, to interview state and 
local officials to ascertain their tentative future budget 
plans. 
The results are recorded in the 4 sections which follow. 
B. The State. 
While an extensive building program is contemplated by the 
state to provide needed office space for state officials, 
adequate buildings and facilities for state educational and 
welfare institutions, a satisfactory road system, hospitals 
and other accoo^dations, there is apparently no disposition to 
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finance these programs from property tax levies. In fact, the 
plan Is to refrain from any and all property tax levies for 
general state purposes leaving this area of taxation to the 
looal units. However, one exoeption to this latter plan 
should be noted. It is proposed to Increase the property tax 
levy by the state for looal schools as a part of an equaliza­
tion program for financing the schools. This will be explained 
in chapter V in connection with the coordinated assessment 
and levy program. 
The constitution now limits the state property tax levy 
for general purposes to 2.^ mills of assessed value and since 
19^1-5 there have been only four years when any levy at all was 
made for general purposes by the state. 
0. Outlook for Oounty Levies. 
Below is the questionnaire which was submitted to all 
couaties, cities, towns and school districts of the state. 
State of Utah 
TAX STUDY OOMMITTEE 
Questionnaire for School Districts in Utah 
Name of Sch. Diet. 
This questionnaire is submitted in connection with a 
study of the complete tax structure of Utah which is being 
made by the Legislative Tax Study Oommlttee. 
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1. JDo you plan an expanded eonool building 
program; 
a. During the next five year si? 
If yes, now mucii? ^ 
b. AS an oi'fset to a possible depression 
later? 
If yes, now mucn? ^ 
id* How do you plan to finance the above program: 
a. jsntlrely from property tax? 
b. Partly from property tax? 
c. .Entirely by borrowing? _ 
d. Partly by borrowing? "" 
e. Sntlrely from other sources? 
f. Partly from otner sources? 
Wnat sources? 
3. will your present property tax levy be 
adequate to meet: 
a. Your anticipated regular budget require­
ments during the next five years? 
b. Your anticipated buil<?ing program? 
4. will you icindly Indicate below: 
a* Any otner plans requiring additional 
revenue ' 
b. Plans for financing 
b. will you state beloif<r any suggestions for improving tne 
financial status of schools? 
There are ^ 9 counties in Utah of which 23 responded, (Table 
40.) This is 79 percent of the counties and includes 90 percent 
of the population and 90 percent of the resources of the state. 
Of Che ^3 reporting counties 11 or 50 percent stated that 
a building program ms planned for tne immediate future. Only 
one nad any definite plans for an "offset to a possible 
Write one: 
YSS HO 
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Table 40 ' 
FUTURE BUILDING AND IMPROVEMEOT PLAKS FOR in 
Method of Financing 
Borrovring Counties 
Assessed 
Value 
Building Plans 
Within Long 
5 Tears Time 
Dollars Dollars 
Property 
Tax 
Reporting! 
Beaver 5.7 Nona Tlone 
Box Elder 34.4 None None 
Cache 25.0 500,000 None Entirely 
Daggett 0.6 None None 
Davis 19.8- 315,000 None 
Duchesne 4.2 50,000 None Entirely 
Ejnery 6.7 10,500 Entirely 
Garfield 2.1 None None 
Grand 4.5 None None 
Iron 11.2 60,000 YesS Entirely 
Juab 8.6 15,000 None Entirely 
Kane 1.7 None None 
Millard 11.4 None None 
Morgan 5.8 100,000 None Partly 
Piute 1.6 5,000 None Entirely 
Rich 2.7 20,000 None 
Satt Lake 313.6 500,000 500,000 Entirely 
Sanpete 10.1 None None 
Sevier 8.8 None None 
Utah 61.0 2 Bridges® 
7Aishington 4.5 130,000 None Partly 
'ffayne 1.0 None None 
Weber 57.5 No Plans 
Total 602.5 1,695,000 
Not Ropcrtingj 
Carbcji 
San Juan 
Sunmit 
Tooole 
Uintah 
{iraaatch 
Total 
Total 
23.4 
1.9 
13.7 
18.7 
5.7 
5.7 
69.1 
671.6 
Entirely 
Partl;^^ 
Partly 
H; 
Si 
^See Comments in Narrative for Suggestions for in^rovlng financial status of counties. 
2 Revenue Bonds 
®No estimate of amount. 
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Table 40 * 
IE BUIIJ)INO AND BSPROTEJffiNT PLANS FOR UTAH COUBTIIS^ 
Method of Financing 
Borrowing 
ins 
Tong 
Time 
lollars 
Property 
Tax Other 
Adequacy of Levy 
For Regular For 
Budget Building 
None 
Uone 
None 
None 
None 
None 
.0,500 
None 
None 
Yes 3 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
None 
0,000 
None 
None 
Bridges® 
None 
None 
Entirely 
Entirely 
Entirely 
Entirely 
Entirely 
Partly 
Entirely 
Entirely 
Partly 
Entirely 
Partly 
Partly Federal Funds 
Highway Fund 
State or Fed. Aid 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
mprovlng financial status of counties. Original Survey. 
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depression." These pro^jeots ranged in cost from tnousand 
CO l&OU thousand and included Buch items as exposition grounds* 
selvage diaposal eystam, hospitals i Court Houc>es* Health centoro, 
lutaohine sheds and ocmraunity buildings. In addition several 
self liquidating projects are contemplated sucn as tiie sewage 
disposal development planned by Salt liake County at a coat of 
some $2*000»000« 
The 1945 legislature passed a lav7 autnorissing any community 
to form a special improvement district for the purpose of pro­
viding services which theretofore required incorporation as 
municipalities. This Salt Lake County project is to be carried 
out under tnis statute* 
seven of tne 11 counties expect to finance their programs 
entirely from property taxes and 2 otners partly from property. 
Only two planned to finance the program entirely from 
borrowing^ and these provided for revenue bonds as tne projects 
were planned to be self'^liquidating* 
Two other counties planned to finance their programs 
partly by borrowing and partly from state and Jirederal aid* 
One planned the building of a bridges to be financed out of 
highway revenue* 
should he noted aere that for most local governmental units 
borrowing is not an alternative metnod of financing as the 
ultimate payment of bonds must in most cases come from property 
taxes. 
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l*iae counties generally reported a very fine rinancial 
condition. Most or them were either entirely out or debt or 
nearly so. Only 3 stated that their present property tax levies 
were inadequate to meet current expenses and only 5 or the 
eleven reported a necessity to raise the levy to finance the 
expanded building program. 
Tae 1945 legislature authorized counties to levy rrom .75 
mills by the wealthier counties to l.b mills by the poorest 
counties ror the two succeedin/^ years to provide a reserve for 
postwar construction. Many of the counties are availing them­
selves of this opportunity and plan to finance their entire 
program by this means.. 
Among the suggestions on these questionaires for improving 
the financial condition of counties the following occurred: 
1. simplify tax procedure - remove unnecessary steps 
in tax collection. 
a* increase penalties for non payment. 
3. Take "bugs" out of tax titles: "Anyone should be 
forever harred as an original owner if it is proven 
that he failed to pay any tax for the period of re­
demption. " 
4. Givo counties a share of the state liquor tax. 
5. Increase the county road levy. 
6. Heed higher levy for general fund. 
7. Hemove the county property tax for welfare and roads. 
Replace this revenue by an increase in state-wide 
sales tax and an increase of 1 cent a gallon on 
gasoline. 
ts. Meed a fund large enough to oil county gravel roads. 
It will save money for maintenance in the long-run. 
14a. 
4* W£i9n tho rexmms reads to eountieji j^nds 
sbouXd Also aoppl^ed to naiiit&iix thm* 
lO*^ Contiime tho pontvor oonstruetiott lovy as 
long as i>ro0|»«rity Xaota* It onabloe cottneid& to 
tiave a pa:^<^s«you«so ppograst as well aa to aoowstULatQ 
tmAa during good timod £or noooaeaxy pending dttriiig 
ll^d tl|S90« 
I). Outlook for soltool Slat riot Lofvioa* 
SHero are 40 aohool distriote in Utaii of «tiioii 36 r«» 
ported* 1!!hia reprosQats 90 peroeiat of toe mhool population 
as tuodQ vhion did not rapcrt aro outlying diatrlote having 
a very aisall popuXatioa» (Taiala 41) • 
<if tlioao 36 district* poroont* plan buildiog 
prograiss during t2ie next 5 year a* Xiieao prosracs call for 
oxs^aixditiires ranging froa i0«000 in Borth @umit wiioro a 
garago ia naadod to #1*5 ailiiott in aranlto «bers oxt^noiTo 
building ia roqairod* 
Only d diatriOfta vapor tsd tmildiag plana aa an ot£&et 
to a poatvar dapreaoioni 11 diatriota r^orted plana for 
aaliool lunoiiaa* adult aduoation ami aalary inoraaaaa* tmioh 
vill d«n&nd oiMftidorable additional rarsnua* 
4 of tha diatriota a^Kpaot to fisaJUsa theix prograsia 
aBtir#ly xrm ourraat pr^arty to reirftniiaa* XO plan to fi-
naooo tiiair pr^^irama ontiraly Oorrotting i^ioh uniat 
ooBia out of property tascoa* 1& aaepaot to fin&noa l^air prograaa 
partly trm eurrant property tax raraimaa an4 partly fr^ borrow* 
ing* & ai^aot part of funda to ao&a froa jradaral ei^nto 
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Name Building Plans 
of mthin Long Property 
District 6 Yrs. 
(Dollars) 
Term Tax 
Alpine 1,000,000 None 
Beaver 75,000 None Partly 
Box Elder 500,000 300,000 
Caohe None None 
Carbon Yeal Yesl Partly 
Daggett No report 
Davis 750,000 None Partly 
Duohesne 150,000 None Partly 
Emery Yea None Partly 
Garfield 200,000 None 
Grand No plans yet 
Granite 1,500,000 None Mostly 
Iron 200,000 None Partly 
Jordan 600,000 None Entirely 
Juab 100,000 None 
Kane 120,000 None Partly 
Millard 400,000 None Entirely 
Morgan 100,000 None 
Nebo 275,000 None Partly 
N. Sanpete 400,000 None 
N. Sunait 10,000 None 
Park City 30,000 None Entirely 
Piute 70,000 None 
Rich 90,000 None Entirely 
San Jiian None 150,000 Partly 
Sevier 100,000 None 
S. Sanpete None 80,000 
S. Sumidt No report 
Tintic No report 
Tooele 400,000 None Partly 
Uintah 100,000 150,000 
Wasatch 250,000 None Partly' 
Tfoshington 80,000 10,000 
Wayne No report 
Weber 600,000 Partly 
Salt Lake City 1,000,000 None Partly 
Ogden 300,000 Ncsie Partly 
ProTO 1,200,000 None Partly 
Logan 100,000 None Partly 
Murray 60,000 None 
Table 41 
FUTURE BUILDING PLANS FOR UTAH SCHOOL DISTRIC 
Method of PlnanoinR 
Borrowing Other 
Entirely 
Partly 
Entirely 
Partly 
Mostly 
Partly 
Partly 
Partly 
Partly 
Entirely 
Partly 
Entirely 
Entirely 
Partly 
Sfostly 
Entirely 
Partly 
Tlntirely 
Partly 
Entirely 
Partly 
Partly 
Partly 
Partly 
Partly 
Entirely 
State & Fed. Aid 
Federal Aid 
State & Fed. Aid 
Bldg. Fund Reser 
Sale of Propertj 
Community Contri 
Federal Aid 
State & Fed. Aii 
No estimate of amount* Data Taken Prom Original Survey. 
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Table 41 
3RE BUILDINO PLANS PGR UTAH SCHOOL DISTRICTS * 
Adequacy of Levy 
jerty 
uc Borrwlng Other 
For Regular 
Bud get 
For 
Building 
Entirely Yes No 
bly Partly State & Fed. Aid No No 
Entirely Yes Yes 
Yes 
:ly Partly 
. 
No No 
'ly Mostly No No 
:ly Federal Aid No No 
;ly Partly Yes No 
Partly State & Fed. Aid No No 
Yes 
5ly Partly No No 
'ly Partly Yes No 
rely Yes Yes 
Entirely Yes Yes 
;ly Partly No No 
rely No No 
Entirely Yes Yes 
'ly Bldg. Fund Reserve Yes Yes 
Entirely No No 
Sale of Property Yes Yes 
I'ely Questionable No 
Community Contrib. No No 
rely Yes No 
ly Partly No No 
Mostly Federal Aid Yes No 
Entirely No No 
ly Partly Yes Yes 
Entirely No No 
ly Partly No No 
Entirely No No 
ly Partly No No 
ly Partly No No 
ly Partly No No 
ly Partly State & Fed. Aid Yes No 
ly Partly No No 
Entirely No No 
m Original Survey. 
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and one nas a building rund reserve accumulated vmich they 
tnink will talce care of their Building program. One expects 
to sell property and another solicit comxaunity contributions 
to malce minor additions. 
15 of the districts reported current levies as being 
adequate to meet current budget requirements; <ai said current 
levies were inadequate for current school budgets. Approximately 
this numlaer have applied for and been granted permission to 
levy in excess of the legal limit for 1946-1947.^ 
Only 7 districts, or less than 20 percent of those report­
ing thought current property tax levies would meet the increased 
demands of their building programs. There v;as a general feeling 
that inflation would necessitate upi;ing property tax levies, 
in some instances, considerably* 
Under suggestions for improving school finances the 
following were submitted: 
(l) Nearly all of the districts favored the program 
proposed by the Tax Study Committee for equalizing taxes and 
educational opportunities. This plan is presented in Chapter V. 
{a) 6 districts thought there should be additional ij'ederal 
aid. 
i'6) Squallze and increase assessed valuations. 
^The state Board of "iducation and the state Tax commission 
acting as a "Joint Committee" may grant permission to levy an 
additional 2 mills. See Hote 11 under Table 13 in Chapter II. 
ih3 
(^) Reduoe fluotuatlone la aeeeseed value of mines. 
(3) Sbhools should be maintained 100 percent on a state­
wide basis - make the state one single sohool dlstrlot. 
(6) Use reyenues from sales and liquor tax to augment 
the property tax for support of sohools. 
(7) Extend the equalisation program to ooyer oost of 
buildings as well as operation and nalntenanoe of schools. 
E. Outlook for Oity and Town Levies. 
There are 19^ incorporated cities and towns in Utah. Of 
these, 58 have returned their questionaaire or were inter­
viewed by the writer. While this is only 30 percent of all 
towns, it includes all the principal cities and towns of the 
state. Only ^  outlying counties were not represented, 
(Table 1^2). 
or JB percent of the 5^ towns reporting, listing 
building and Improvement plans for the future. 36, or 62 per­
cent of those reporting, plan a building program before 1950, 
while 11, or 19 percent, plan a building program as a de­
pression offset, g Towns, or l^t percent of those reporting, 
plan both a short term and a long term program. 10 towns, or 
roughly one-sixth, plan more or less extensive improvements, 
stxoh as additional water faollitles, major street improve­
ments, extension and imprdvement of sewer facilities, and 
beautificatlon programs. 
The building programs range up to 12.5 million dollars 
for. the short-run program and #1.5 million for the ••offset" 
program. 
Table 42 
SUMMARY OP FUTURE MOBICIPAL BUDSEC PUKS 
Number of Ineorporated Cities and Towns in Utah 
number of Tcwna reporting 
Number Planning Building and/or ImproTrement Proi^raa 
Number Planning Building Program before 1950 
Number Planning X<ong Time "Offset** Program 
Number Planning Extensive Improvement Program 
Number Planning to Finance Program Entirely frcan Property Tax 
Nuntoer Planning to Finance Program Partly fVoin Property Tax 
Number Planning to Finanoe Program Entirely by BorroTsring 
Nuinber Planning to Finanoe Program Partly by Borrowing 
Number Planning to Finance Program Entirely from Other Sources 
Nuniber Planning to Finanoe Program Partly from Other Sources 
Number ishose present levies are adequate for regular budget 
Number whose present levies will be adequate for expanded program 
^ 7 of these towns also planning immediate program. 
2 6 of these are included in towns also planning building programs. 
® Proportion of total towns. 
^ Proportion of towns reporting. 
® Proportion of tosrns planning a building and/or an in^roveinent progra 
Proportion of 54, the nunfoer answering this question. 
Proportion of 41, the nuniber answering this question^ 
• Data Taken From Original Survey# 
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Wtiile only 4 towns or 9 percent of tnose wiiich plan to 
build expect to finance the program entirely from current 
property tax revenue, and two-tnirds, or 67 percent* plan to 
finance tne programs partly from tiiis source• considerably 
more than tnis would no doubt ultimately be financed from 
property as a large part of the bonds covering "borrowings" 
would be retired from property tax revenue* However, the 
proportion of municipal bonds retired from tax levies would 
not be so high as for county and school district bonds as 
several cities have their own power plants, and are able to 
issue revenue bonds for construction of sewers, water works, 
and other projects. Hence approximately 50 percent of the 
cities plan to finance their programs entirely or partly from 
"other sources." 
Despite this latter condition, the towns, and more especially 
the large cities are in the most serious financial condition 
of any of the taxing units of the state, li&any are now levying 
their legal maxima, and while two-thirds of the towns are able 
thereby to finance their regular budgets, only one-sixth can 
finance their building programs from current levies, as a 
result a movement has gained the approval of the legislative 
Tax study Committee to afford relief to tangible property and 
at the same time produce added revenue for municipalities by 
divertixig 10 percent of gross receipts from liquor sales to the 
cities and counties, and by allocating an additional half 
million dollars of motor vehicle registration funds to these 
units. 
148. 
Heoently the Salt Lake City CoBualssion approved a l/& 
percent business franchise tax and are considering raising 
the rates on water consuxnption and imposing a special tax 
for garbage disposal* Also, a special coxnmittee has Just been 
appointed by the Salt Lake City Commission to make a thorough­
going study of the fiscal set-up for the city. 
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Chapter V. 
OOORDIHATION OF THE ASSESSMENT AHD LEVIES STUDIES 
A. General Statement 
Property asseeeraents and property tax levies have an off­
setting relationship, Xn raising a given budget, an increase 
in assessed value peralts a corresponding reduction in rate of 
taxation or levy and conversely, a decreased assesfsed value 
would necessitate an Increase in levy. 
In the conduct of the fiscal program of the State of Utah 
and its subdivisions, the assessing and tax levying bodies 
have not always coordinated their efforts and as a result the 
action of one has tended to nullify or offset the actions of 
the other. 
As a consequence this coordinate study was undertaken as 
a phase of the overall investigation of the tax picture in 
Utah. This chapter presents the findings of the State Tax 
Ooiamisslon in its investigation of assessments of tangible 
property by the various counties throughout the state, and a 
statement of the interrelationship between assessment and 
levy plans for the future. 
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6. Assessments of Real Sstate In Utah 
1, Hlstorloal statement. 
The State Oonetitution specifies that provision shall 
be made toy law for taxation of property as follows: 
^All tangible property in the State, 
not exempt under the laws of the United 
States or under this Constitution, shall 
be taxed in proportion to its value to be 
ascertained as provided by law. 
The legislature shall provide by law 
a uniform and equal rate of assessment and 
taxation on all property in the state 
according to its value in money and shall 
prescribe by general law such regulation 
as shall secure a just valuation for taxa­
tion of all property so that every person 
and corporation shall pay a tax in propor­
tion to the value of his, her or its 
property. 
The legislature provided that all taxable property must 
be assessed at its full cash value: ''Land and improvements 
p 
thereon must be semrately assessed.*'^ 
The State Tax Commission was created in 1930 by Con­
stitutional amendment. It was charged by the legislature 
with supervisory responsibility for all assessments and 
^Utah Constitution Article XIII, Sections 2 and 3* 
^Compiled Laws of 1917 5^66, 
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direct responeiblllty for certain phases as follovs: 
Pipe lines, power lines and plants, 
canals and irrigation works, bridges and 
ferries, and the property of car trans­
portation companies, when they are op­
erated as a unit in more than one county; 
all property of public utilities whether 
operated within one county or more; all 
mines and mining claims, and the value 
of metalliferous mines based on 3 tlmes^ 
the annual net proceeds thereof as pro­
vided In section ^0-5-56» and all other 
mines and mining claiois and other valuable 
deposits, including lands containing coal 
or hydrocarbons, nonmetalliferous minerals 
underlying land the surface of which is 
owned by a person other than the owner of 
such minerals, all machinery used in 
mining and all property or surface im­
provements upon or appurtenant to mines 
or mining claims auid the value of any 
surface use made of nonmetalliferous 
mining claims or mining property for other 
than mining purposes; must be assessed by 
the State Tax Oommlssion as hereinafter 
provided. All taxable property not re­
quired by the constitution or by law to 
be assessed by the State Tax Gomaisoioxi 
must be assessed by the county assessors 
of the several counties in which the same 
Is situated.^ 
The charge of the legislature to the State Tax Commis­
sion to supervise county assessments Is couched in the 
^Changed to 2 times net proceeds in 1937« 
k Session Laws of 1931 P« 217. 
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following language! 
To have and exerolse general supervision 
over the admlnletratlon of the tax laws of the 
etate, over aBceRsors and over ooianty boards 
in the perfonaanoe of their duties as oounty 
boards of equallBation and over other county 
officern in the porfornance of their duties in 
oonneotlon with asaeoflment of property and 
oolleotion of taxeo, to the end that all assess­
ment of property be wade relatively just and 
equal at true value and that the tax burden may 
be distributed without favor or discrimination. 
In spite of these provisions property probably never has 
been assessed at its full marks t value in Utali because of both 
the practical and political difficulties involved. Market 
values are constantly changing. Levies become established with 
respect to one price level and to raise or lower assessment 
values on a wide front in response to price level changes entails 
difficult and complicated adjustments in levies to maintain any­
thing like a satisfactory balance for revenue purposes. There 
is also possibly an element of competitive undervaluation as 
between counties. In 19l6 an effort was made to approximate 
market value but it was not entirely successful. 
During the first three decades of the state*8 history there 
was no uniform method of aesessing buildings and Improvements on 
land and as a result wide differences prevailed in the assessed 
value of similar properties in the state. In 19?2 the State Tax 
Commission undertook to correct this situation. A corps of 
fourteen appraising engineers was employed to appraise all build­
ings in the state according to their 1932 replacement cost. Photon 
graphs were taken of all buildings and a detailed description 
183. 
was drawn up. It took 10 years to oomplete this detailed ap­
praisal and beoauee of the time involred a problem of great 
practioal Importanoe vas posed. In order that the first oount-
les in whioh the appraisals were made might not be at a dis­
advantage or experience an advantage it was decided to take ^ 0^ 
of the 193^ reproduction cost less depreciation as the assessed 
value in all counties* However« because market values were so 
severely depressed 50 percent of replacement cost viras approx­
imately 60 percent of market price. 
Fifty percent of the 19^2 reproduction price has continued 
as the basis for assessment of improvements on land. 9ow« how­
ever» the average market value is about double the 193^ market 
value* which reduces the ratio of assessed value to approximately 
30 percent of the 19^5 market value. In addition to the fact 
that assessed value of tangible property in the state had sunk 
to such a low percentage of market value it was felt that wide 
disparities existed in this ratio in the various counties and 
between different kinds of property within the same county. 
It was to clarify this sitiiation and to correct Inequities where 
they existed that this study was made* 
2. Assessment of real estate in Utah 1946. 
The State Tax Commission conducted an extensive survey of 
Heal Estate assessments in the 29 counties in Utah during 19^« 
They took all bona fide transfers which occurred diuring the year 
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19^5> throughout the state except in Salt Lake Oity and Ogden 
where only those transfers whioh ooourred during the last 3 
months of 19^p were recorded. Since there were a large 
number of transfers in Salt Lake Oity and Ogden it was felt 
that a satisfactory sample would result by limiting it to the 
last 3 oonths> This period was typical of the whole year. 
The method followed was to tabulate information oonoern-
ing each transfer as found on the county recorders* records. 
This consisted of the legal desoription of the property and 
transfer price* Where the price was not shown an approiima<-
tion could be had from the revenue stamps affixed. However 
since many items often enter into a transaction other than 
the real estate whioh shows on the assessment rolls the 
aoouracy of the data was confirmed by a personal interview 
by a representative of the Tax Commission with a party to 
the transaction - either the grantor* the grantee or the 
real est&te agent concerned in the transfer. 
The next step involved the checking of the assessment 
records on each parcel of real estate to ascertain the 
assessed value in each case. 
The study included 476^ transfers (Table ^ 3} affecting 
22 of the 29 counties in the state. In the other 7 counties 
there ware not a sufficient number of traoisfsrs to give a 
satisfactory picture. The number of transfers ranged from 
a low of 26 in Morgan County to 6^3 ^ ^It Lake County. 
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Table 43 
HAT10 OF ASSESSED VALUE TO SELLING PRICE OF UTAH HEAL ESTATE. 
County 
No. of 
Items 
Total 
Assessed Value 
Total 
Selling Price 
Beaver 83 $ 54,231 $ 171,401 31.64 
Box Elder 206 291,435 1,015,509 28.70 
Caehe 444 456,499 1,639,673 27.84 
Logan 
Outside Logan 
211 
233 
262,839 
193,660 
1,013,024 
626,649 
25.95 
30.90 
Carbon 228 189,205 687,038 27.54 
Davis 276 291,811 1,152,533 25.31 
Duohesne 185 110,502 425,262 25.98 
Garfield 56 26,352 90,320 29.18 
Iron 143 98,769 378,249 26.11 
Juab 48 43,566 122,528 35.55 
Millard 155 94,659 373,394 25.35 
Ucrgan 26 23,674 93,855 25.22 
Piute 59 24,987 87,951 28.41 
Salt Lake County 855 1,721,455 5,917,548 29.09 
Salt Lake City 
Outside S.L.C. 
582 
273 
1,453,475 
267,980 
4,780,310 
1,137,238 
30.41 
23.56 
Sanpete 163 93,823 325,187 29.47 
Sevier 176 111,384 360,792 30.87 
Sumnit 57 51,255 151,940 33.73 
Uintah 150 101,947 434,028 23.49 
Utah 621 558,077 2,337,490 23.87 
Provo 
Outside Provo 
192 
429 
225,274 
332,803 
935,903 
1,401,587 
24.07 
23.74 
Wasatch 75- 59,983 211,385 28.38 
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Box Elder 206 291,435 1,015,509 28,70 
Cache 444 456,499 1,639,673 27»84 
Logan 
Outside Logan 
211 
233 
262,839 
193,660 
1,013,024 
626,649 
25,95 
30,90 
Carbon 228 189,205 687,038 27.54 
Davis 276 291,811 1,152,533 25,31 
Duchesne 185 110,502 425,262 25.98 
Garfield 56 26,352 90,320 29,18 
Iron 143 98,769 378,249 26,11 
Juab 48 43,566 122,528 35,55 
Millard 155 94,659 373,394 25,35 
Morgan 26 23,674 93,855 25,22 
Piute 59 24,987 87,951 28,41 
Salt Lake County 855 1,721,455 5,917,548 29,09 
Salt Lake City 
Outside S*L*C« 
582 
273 
1,453^475 
267,980 
4,780,310 
1,137,230 
30,41 
23.56 
Sanpete 163 93,823 325,187 29,47 
Sevier 176 111,384 360,792 30.87 
Sunanit 57 51,255 151,940 33,73 
Uintah 150 101,947 434,028 23.49 
Utah 621 558,077 2,337,490 23,87 
Proro 
Outside Provo 
192 
429 
225,274 
332,803 
935,903 
1,401,587 
24.07 
23.74 
TViasatoh 75 59,983 211,385 28. 38 
Washington 128 60,986 299,785 20.34 
SiTeber 630 613,789 2,318,068 26.48 
Ogden 
Outside Ogden 
336 
294 
365,005 
248,784 
1,252,484 
1,065,584 
29.14 
23.35 
STATE TOTALS 4,764 15,078,389 118,593,936 27.31 
Source t Unpublished Report of Utah State Tax CottniissioB 1S46. 
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These paroels of real estate sold for #1^,593,936 
and had an assessed valuation of $5>07^,3S9* This gave an 
overall average ratio of assessed value to selling price of 
27.31 percent. 
The ratios of the various counties ranged from 20.3^ per­
cent In Washington County to 35*55 percent In Juab Oounty. On 
the face of it, this would appear to be a rather serious dis­
parity, and this wide difference resulted in a further in­
vestigation in these two oounties. In Washington Oounty there 
appeared to be a little greater inflation of values than in 
most other oounties due to a tourist boom, as this relatively 
small population reside in an area of great scenic beauty and 
is the last stop in Utah on the principal highway between Utah 
and Los Angeles. Also it was discovered that a veritable 
epidemic of major remodellngs had occurred affecting more than 
half of the buildings in a 6 square block ean^le investigated 
in the principal town. These additions in most oases had not 
been added to the aeeesement rolls. When they were added it 
increased the aseesBed value of improvemente in this area 70 
percent. This revelation has led to a complete reassessment 
of buildings in this oounty which is now being made. There 
Is little doubt that when this is completed the aseeeement 
ratio will approximate the state average. 
In Juab Oounty, where the other extreme ratio occurred, 
it was found that a major x)art of the transfers Involved build­
ings which were sold at bargain prices from a mining town where 
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the ores hed partially played out* Kenoe the widest dlaoreptta-
oiee were aore apparent then real* 
However* there are some more or leea serious differences. 
The study showed these differences to be as great between dif­
ferent categories within counties as between counties. For 
example! in Oache County the ratio in Logan City is ^ percent 
below that for the county outside Logan* Sinoe the area "outeide" 
was completely reassessed only 2 years sgo the Commission feels 
that the adjustment should be made within the city of Logan and 
plans to do this in cooperation with the local assessor. 
In Salt Lake Oounty> the opposite condition obtains* The 
ratio outside is 7 percent below that for salt Lake Oity. This 
condition is also true of Weber Oounty. It is felt that an 
adjustmoat should be made in "outside" property here* 
Xn Utah Oounty* on the other hand* asaessmehts are rather 
uniform as between the yarious categories but the overall average 
is too low by some 6*3 percent* 
In Uintah Oounty a condition somewhat similar to Washington 
Oounty prevails* An oil boom is in progress here and a complete 
reassessmmt of properties is in psopess*« 
The adjustment problems vary from county to county and it 
is felt that no area or category presents a problem which can­
not be ironed out equit^ly and expeditiously with a reasoneble 
amount of cooperation between local assessment officers and the 
State Tax Oommission. 
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Thla spirit of oooperatlon and deteraicatlon to affoot ac 
equitable solutloTi to the waa expressed at a recant 
meeting held by the Tax Oommiasion with the oounty aaaessors* 
It was agreed that» In order to equalise asseaaments throughout 
the atate and vlthln the oountlsa» bulldlnge would be aooepted 
aa & b&ala and all other types of property should be brought Into 
line with them. Buildings are assessed at approximately >0 per­
cent of market value and It developed that livestock over the 
state were already In approximate agreement* Also all property 
within Salt Lake Olty and Ogden are now assessed at approximately 
this ratio* six other oountlea have a ratio within 1 percent 
of 30 which makes It the modal value* Representatives of the 
Tax Commission will meet with the Individual assessors at con-
venl<mt times In looallties where needed adjustments are Indl^ 
Gated to effect the above equalization for 19^7* 
It is planned to recommend to the next legislature* meeting 
in January 19^7> that legislation be passed providing for 
aaseaament of property* beginning in 194S> at ^0 percent of It a 
value* There is a growing sentiment for making the assessment 
of all property the direct responsibility of the State Tax Oom-
misslon* 
0» Levies 
s. 
!• Propoaed aohool finance plan* 
A development of the laat year which makes it imperative 
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that equalization in aaaesdment be effected is the new program 
for financing the primary sAd secondary aohoola of the state; 
Heretofore these local schools have been financed aa indi­
cated in Figure $, and in the left half of Figure 10. A little 
more than half of the total budget came from local aouxces* 
principally the property tax; ^ 2*8 percent came from state sourcea 
the property tax» individual income tax and the corporation fran-
chiae tax (3/^ of the income ta;x goes to aohoola) and from the 
general fund » and about 2 percent came from the Federal Govern­
ment. 
The following weakness characterised the system. 
1. It waa complicated to adminiateri aa it involved a 
great many different funds and formulas for distribution on the 
state level in addition to the local and Federal Oovernment 
Hevenuea* 
2. It afforded unequal opportimities to the children of 
different school districta aa the wealth of the atate is very 
unevenly distributed and very little of the State echool fund 
was distributed on an equailization basia* 
The tax load for support of schools was very unequal 
ranging from 8.3 mills in the richest district to more than 20 
mills in the poorest district* 
There were constitutional limitations upon the various 
state school funds both as to amount and method of distribution, 
the current emergency requiring vastly increased revenue for 
BY GOVERNMENTAL LEVEL BY TYPE OF TAX 
; : i 
•«^gDE^AL - :5 
ilNCOME TAX -18 9f 
GENERAL FUND-9 
I PROPERTY TAX-'5*'.f 
data from utah state department of finance-financial statements fiscal year 1945 
war training,school lunch monies and amts. received from other districts excluded 
FIGURE 9 Sources of Utah School Revenue, 1944-45 
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H o> 
source: state tax commission & state dept. of education 
FIGURE 10. School Finance Plan 
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schools necessitated drawing on the general fund in ever-
increasing amounts. This tended to impoverish other govern­
mental functions and departments. 
In view of this sibuation, the Tax Study Committee decided 
to attack the problem of school finance directly instead of in­
directly as has been done in the past. Woi'king on the two prin­
ciples of QCiualijsation of educational opportunity and equaliis-
ation of tax support, the Tax Study Committee proposed consti­
tutional amendments vrhich it "wao hoped would greatly improve 
state aid to schools. These proposals were approved by a two 
thirds vote of a special session of the legislature, called for 
that purpose and were overwhelmingly approved by the voters in 
a general election Hovember 5t 1946. 
It ia now up to the legislature meeting in January 1947 to 
pass the necessary legislation to implement this program. 
The two proposed constitutional changes were intended to 
make it possible for the Legislature; 
1. To simplify the present complicated system of school 
finance by eliminating the $25 per capita District School Fund, 
and the |5 per capita Equalization Jund and the High School Fund 
with its constitutional .2 mill levy. 
2. To guarantee each school district a minimum school 
program determined by law. 
3. To equalisse both educational opportunities and tax sup­
port for schools throughout the State. 
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To minimize the neoeasity for the District sohoola to 
oome to the Leglslatiare for flnanolal asslstanoe by providing a 
liberal atate-aid program and by leaving the responsibility for 
expansion of the school program beyond the minimum set by lav 
to the local school boards and looal taxing units* 
To free the State General Fund for the support of 
other state functions including a post-war state building pro­
gram* higher education^ and other legislative needs* 
Table 
HOW THE PROPOSED 3QH00L FIHAHOE PLAH WOULD WORK 
IN 19^1-6-47. 
In the State In Jordan In Provo 
As a Whole soh* Dist* Soh«Dist. 
1* Cost of Total Program 
($3*000 per class room 
unit Including $500«000 
for transportation) $15.0^^2,500 |637»700 $5S^i760 
2. Yield of mill local 
levy (Levy necessary to 
meet cost of $3«000 per 
classroom unit in richest 
district) 195.123 59g#470 78,074-
3. State share of Total Cost $10,8^7,377 % 
Percent of Total Cost e c 
Paid by State 72*1> 6*0^ 
M-* Estimated Revenue from 
Income and Ck>rporation 
Franchise Taxes $ 3,S00»000 — 
5* Balance of State's Share 
to come from Property Tax 7»0U-7,377 
Percent of State'e Share 
to oome from Property Tax 65*0Ji» — 
6* State Mill Levy for Line 5 10«7 10*7 10*7 
7* Looal Levy (Line 2) 6*4 6*4 6*4 
om Total Mill Levy, State and 
Local->-to provide 13,000 
per class room \mit plus 
transportation cost 17.1 17*1 17*1 
^The Jordan Sohool district is the wealthiest and the Prove 
district is relatively one of the poorest in the state* 
l6l^ 
The proposed oonstltutional changes relating to school 
finance were to amend Sections 3 and 7 of Article XIII* The 
purpose of amending Section 7 eliminate the District 
school Fund# the JBqualization Fund and the High School Fund 
and to substitute a flexible minimum school program for the 
present rigid $2^ per capita district school lery* the 
per capita equalization levy emd the *2 mill levy for high 
schools* The revised section would authorize the Legislature 
to determine by law a minimum school program (now set at 
$3*000 per classroom \mit by the 19^3 Legislature) and would 
authorize suoh state wide property tax lery annually as will 
guarantee the so-called minimum school program« aft^ other 
available funds for district school pixrposes have been taken 
into account* provided that the state shall contribute not 
more than 73 cent of the total cost of operation and 
maintenance of the legislatively determined minimum school 
prograa# and provided further that not more than 73 per 
cent of the state's portion of the revenue necessary to 
finance suoh minimum school program shall be raiased by a 
state property tax levy* the remainder to come from other 
state sources* 
The purpose of amending Section 3 to change the 
method of allocating the rev«aue delpived from the personal 
income tax and the corporation franchise tax* The present 
wording allocates 23 per cent to the State (General Fimd with 
a mandate that the property tax levies for such purposes be 
163 
reduced soinually in proportion to the revenues so allocated* 
The proposed wording was simply to allocate all of the 
revenues derived from the two income tax laws for the support 
of the Publlo Schools* as defined in Article Xi Section 2 of 
the Oonstitution. In other words* all of the revenues derived 
from the personal income tax and the corporation franchise 
tax would go directly to the schools to help finance the 
state's share of the cost of the legislatively determined 
ninifflum sohool program and the balance» up to 73 po^r oent of 
the state's share of the legislatively determined minimum 
sohool program* if need be* would come from a state property 
tax levy* after each sohool district has put forth a uniform 
tax effort which normally woiild amount to a local levy of 
about 5 to 7 mills* 
According to this plan the state and local property 
tax levies for school purposes would be so related that when 
the plan called for a local levy of ^ mills then the program 
would call for a state levy of approximately 12 mills to 
provide $3*000 per classroom unit in each district of the 
state* But if 7 mills is required of each local school 
district before the amount of state aid is determined* then 
the state-wide levy would drop to 10 mills* or a total of 
17 mills for school purposes* the same as when the local and 
state levies are set at 3 12 mills respectively* 
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Tbe plea Is so dasigned that the looal levy required of 
eaoh school dlatriot vlll be Juat high enough to produce the 
full |t3«0CX) per olaes room unit in the wealthiest district 
without any at&ta aid* for example* if a 3 mill* a 6 mill 
or a 7 b13.1 levy in any one of the wealthier distriots Huoh 
as Jordan* liorgan or l^orth Summit vould provide a full 
^5*000 program* then the state equalisation would b^in at 
that point* The State Tax Oommisision «o\U.d first determine 
hotf muoh revenue oould be raised in each aohool distrxot 
from a ^* 6* or 7 mill local levy* The Oommlssion would then 
estimate the amount of revenue likely to be derived from the 
personal income tax and the corporation franchise tax avail-* 
able for distriot school x^rposee* Then the state wide 
property tax levy for sohool purpo^^ses oould be determintKU-
auff icient to provide #>000 per class room unit in each 
school distriot* after the available revenue from the tno 
income tax sources and the sstimated yield of 3» 6 or 7 mill 
local levy in eaoh distriot were taken into account. 
Thus a minimum school prc^r^* defined by the State 
Legislature* eould be guaranteed every district* rich or 
poor* This minimum progrsm is to be financed by the 
revenues derived from the tvo Inoome tax sooroes* from a 
uniform local levy of about 5 to 7 mills plus a uBlform 
state wide levy of approximately 10 to la mills* depending 
upon the local levy necessary to effect equalisation of 
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educational opportunity as well as equalization of tax support. 
Such support of the minimum school program would oon~ 
stitute the upper limit of state-aid except the |500»000 annual 
appropriation for transportation. Any additional district 
school activities beyond the legislatively defined minimum 
school program would be financed through additional looal 
property tax levies to be determined by the wishes and needs 
of each local school district and the willingness of the local 
tax payers to support such program. In other words, each 
looal community may have as good a school program as it wants, 
if it is willing and able to pay for it. The state-aid system 
will merely underwrite cmd guarantee the minimum school pro­
gram determined by law. The local school officials and the 
local taxpayers will determine the extent and the cost of the 
program if It exceeds the minimum set by law. The state-aid 
to schools is limited to 75 percent of the overall cost of 
the minimum school program although it will vary from nothing 
In the wealthiest district to more than 90 percent in the 
poorest district, unless the Legislature provides otherwise. 
Likewise, the extent to which the local districts may levy 
to exceed the minimum program will depend upon the limits 
set by the Legislature, 
The Tax Study Oommlttee suggests such limits be placed 
at 25 to 33 percent above the minimum school program defined 
by law. 
i6a 
Renoe, elnoe approximately one^third of the total 
property tax is to be raised on the state level Instead of 
one-tenth as In recent years It makes It necessary that 
assessment be equalised. So urgent Is this that a reoom> 
nendatlon Is being made to the legislature that any school 
district's participation in state aid is conditioned upon an 
equalised assessment. This means also that more than one-
half of the total revenue from property tax levies will go 
for the support of the primary and secondary schools and is 
the justification for giving this program so much space. 
2. Plans for the Other Local Taxing Units 
A little less than half the total revenue from property 
taxes is now going to counties and towns. In 19^5 the 
weighted average levy for county purposes was B.IJ mills^ 
and for cities and towns it was 13*99 mills^ on city property 
but 7*3 Bills when spread over the entire state. The 
weighted average for schools, was 16.76 mills.^ The weighted 
average total property tax levy for all purposes for 
was mills of which 1.1 mills was for the state general 
^Table 12 chapter II 
^Table 2^ chapter II 
^he median was 17.5 mills, Table 15 chapter II. This in­
cludes the state levy for school purposes. 
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fund* Out of this general fund an additional appropriation 
of million was made for local school purposes* This is 
the equivalent of 3*^ mills which must come under the new 
plan from other sources* ahout half of it from a better 
equaliza-tion of the property tax* 
While it is the hope and to some extent the determination 
of the taxing authoritieB of the counties and towns to prevent 
increases in property tax levies in the future yet it is 
probable that some increases will take place* as was indicated 
by the summary in Ohapter IV* 
If the proposal of the State Tax Oommlsaion to raise 
assessments to 40 percent of value is carried out a compensa­
ting reduction in levies must accompany it or tax revenues 
will be materially incroased with no increase in levies* Un­
less great care is exercised to effect this balsuace between 
assessments and levies* the probability is that sizeable in­
crease in property taxes will occur without "upping" the 
levies* ) 
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Chapter VI 
THE IMPACT OF THE DEPRESSION OF THE 1930*8 
UPON THE FINAWOES OF UTAH. 
A. General Statement 
Harold M. Grovee of the Unlvereity of Wleooneln wrote 
The manner in which the traditional 
relation between state and federal tax syateme 
haa been disturbed during the last two decades 
is faiBlllar to all. . . . Dual administration 
of the same types of taxes and a considerable 
transfer of funds from the federal treasury to 
the states, instead of separation of sources, 
with practically no transfers, has come to be 
the characteristic feature of the relation of 
the tax systems of the states and the nation. 
This contrast, however, can easily be 
overemphasized. It must be remembered that 
we are' dealing here with types of taxes not 
with sources of income. Fundamentally the 
states and the Federal Government continue to 
fish in the same trout stream. The Federal 
Government continues to take exclusive toll 
of the trout entering this stream from foreign 
waters and to fish the entire length of the 
stream. Each state continues to exploit its 
own pool but is forbidden to obstruct the 
^Groves, H.M., Viewpoints on Public Finance pp. 
Henry Holt and Oo. 19^7 
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passage of the fish from one pool to another, 
The oliange which has come about has been in 
the character of the fishing tackle. Formerly 
the states used one type tackle and the Federal 
Government a different type. Today both use 
all kinds of taokle In oomnioxa, not excluding, 
some taxpayers plaintively suggest, dynamite 
itself. 
This statement characterizes quite accurately the greater 
complexity and overlapping of types of taxation which have 
grown quite largely out of the two ware and the depression of 
the 1930*8. These periods of stress definitely established 
the superiority of the Federal Government and emphasized the 
limitations of the local units in ability to raise revenue. 
B. Drastic Reduction In The State»8 Income 
In the last analysis all types of taxes imst come out of 
income. Any sudden and severe reduction in income has an ex^ 
tremely adverse effect upon governmental revenues. 
In 1929 Utah's income from all sources approximated $273 
million, (Table ^ 5 and Figure 11), By 1933 it had been halved. 
It took until 19^0 for our income to regain ite pre-depression 
level. By 19^3 the State's income had attained the unprec­
edented level approximately 5 times the depression low. With 
an Income of this proportion almost any type of tajc will give 
a relatively high yield. The real test of the adequacy of a 
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tax 1B Ite pexformanoe during periods of etrees. 
Table k3 
INCOMES OF UTAH RESIDEIfTS. 
1929 - 19^3 
Million Dollars 
net Net Inoome Dividends 
Year Salaries of Interest 
and Wagep Proprietore Ket Rents 
Other Total 
1929 
1933 
1939 
19fo 
19^1 
19^2 
19^3 
175 
150 
162 
200 
350 
450 
62 
u 
50 
75 
100 
125 
30 
19 
25 
30 
35 
35 
35 
6 
12 
20 
20 
25 
20 
25 
lU 
239 
262 
335 
505 
635 
0, Effect of Depression on Existing Types of Taxation. 
1, General ?rot)erty Tax 
In 1930 the asseesed value of all property in Utah was 
#728 million, the hlgheet in the State's history. By 193^ 
the assessed valuation had declined to (^512 miHion - a drop 
of 30 per cent. By 19^6 it had regained less than 70 per cent 
of the loss incident to the depression and stood at $655 
million. This evidences a greater reluctance to increase 
aseeeeed value In periodi? of rising prices than to lo??er them 
in periods of declining prices largely for politioal reasons. 
In 1930 with an overall weighted average levy of 29*5 
mills #21.5 million were raised in property taxes. Sfith de­
flated property values in 193^» a levy of 3^1-.2 mills raised 
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only #17*5 million and by 1939 a levy Increased to 35 mills 
produced only $18.0 million - 13.5 million lees than in 1930 
with a levy of only 29.5 nillo. 
This draetio reduction in revenue from property tsixes 
affected the local school districts, towns and counties most 
dlsaetrouely as these units are a?.raost solely dependent upon 
property taxes for their mipport. 
Hot only did local units of government, largely dependent 
upon the property tax, suffer a severe reduction in revenue 
but all property owners of the state had their levies in­
creased at a time when Incomes in general were reduced to 
about half of the pre-depression figure and many individuals 
were In the deficit column. This meant that property taxes 
In many Instances either were paid out of capital or were 
defaulted. 
The tax oommisslon reports show a high percentage of 
delinquency in the payment of property taxes during the 
1930'8.^ 
By the end of 1938, percent of the assessed value of 
the state was still tax delinquent, (table ^ 6). The delin­
quency was actually greater than this as this figure does not 
include the property the redemption period on which had 
expired. 
^Utah State Tax Oommisslon - Property Tax Delinquency in 
Utah 1939-
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Table 46 
Aaaessad Value of Property Held Under Tax 
Sale Certifioatea and Percentage of To^l 
Aaaesaed Valuation Deoember 31, ir>S8«^ 
Type of Property 
Total Aaseased 
Value 
Delinquent 
Assessed ValuePercent of Total 
Thoua* Dollara 
Ciiy and TOWD Lots 52*597 
Improvements on 
Lota 99«S11 
Impronred Farm Ijand 47,393 
Uninproved Farm Lane 4,311 
Fruit Land 605 
(basing Land 12,148 
Improveioeuta on 
Acreage 26,032 
Personal Property 77,966 
Uining Property 10St96S 
Utility Property 141,440 
Ot^er Real Estate 4,218 
Thoua. Oollara 
3,406 
5,469 
5,377 
707 
62 
1^716 
2,256 
2,410 
602 
9,000 
645 
6,6 
6.5 
11.S 
16.4 
10.2 
14.1 
8.7 
3.1 
0.6 
6.4 
15.3 
Total 569.974 31,650 5.6 
^Utah State Tax Commiaaion} Proper-ty Tax Dellnquenoy in Utah - 1939 
page 13* 
fhe depression reeulted in a drop from approximately 92 
peroeat oolleotion of the property tax oliarged in 1927 to 
76.« percent in 1933 (Table ^7). This was a drop of about 
1/6 in colleotions. By 1939 collections had returned to the 
pre-depreesion level and since then have continued to improve 
reaching a 96 percent level in 19^7* 
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T«ibl« 47 
P«roentage of Property Taxes Charged by ttie 
State Colleoted in Ctirrect Years 1927-1939 
Year Pereeut Colleoted 
1927 92.7 
1928 92.8 
1929 91,7 
1930 eO.5 
1931 83.1 
1982 77.6 
1933 76.8 
1934 79.3 
1935 82*8 
1936 88.8 
1937 87.6 
1938 81.7 
1939 92.2 
biennial Report of State Auditor« 1940 p» 30* 
Taxes were still delinquent on l4 percent of the assessed 
acreage of the state at the end of 193^ (Table MrS)» This does 
not inoXude acreage on which the county holds auditor's deeds 
which amounted to 1,136,029 additional acres. This would 
practically double acreage on which taxes were delinquent at 
the end of 1938 and bring the percentage to 25,7 percent. 
This acreage was the poorer land of the state and would not 
represent a proportional percentage of land value. 
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Tabl« 48 
Tax Delinquent Aor«a»<s as Percentage of 
Total Acreage Deceniber SI, 19S8«^ 
Total Acreage Assessed Delinquent Acroago 
Number Percent of Total 
9,637,128 1,343,857 13,9 
^tah Tax Commission - Property Tax Delinquency in Utah - 1939, p. 11. 
Table 49 
Delinquent General Property Taxes Outstanding 
on Certificates of Sale and Tax Dead Property 
June SO, 1936 and December 31, 1938 • 
Year Dolinquency Percent Change 
Dollars 
1936 7,246i578 
1938 4,390,899 •> 39.4 
^Sale Property is iiiat property against which the county holds a certifi­
cate of sale for which the period of redemption has not expired* 
"Tax Deed Property is that prqperty upon isftiioh the 4-year period of redemp­
tion has expired and against nhich the county auditor has issued a deed 
and which has been offered at final May sale at Thich sale it iwas sold to 
the county in lieu of delinquent taxes* 
®Utah State Tax Commission Reportj Property Tax delinquency in Utah 1989, 
p* 15* 
On January 1, 1935 there were mare than |10 million 
of delinquent taxes, representing 6o percent of a Tear's 
Property tax charge at that time, the legislature at this 
tiaie liberalized the redemption prevision of the law remov­
ing all penalties and most of the interest charges and a 
m 
vigorous educational campaign was conducted which resulted In 
a material reduction In delinquencies by the middle of 1936 
and a still greater reduction in the next one and one-half 
years, (Table 49). 
Of course not all delinquency was the result of the de­
pression as there was a current delinquency rate of S percent 
of property tax charges during the late 1920*s. However, the 
fact that the delinquency rate tripled during the worst part 
of the depression would justify the conolueion, I think, that 
a large of the Increase in delinquency was associated 
with the depressed economic conditions. 
Other factors which operate to produce delinquency in 
property taxes in Utah are; Imperfect administration of the 
collection laws, lack of effective collection methods, in­
equitable or excessive assessments, and the general success 
which claimants for compromise settlements have experienced 
in seeking a reduction or compromise settlement of taxes 
levied against them. 
2. Cigarette and oleomargarine tax 
Cigarette and oleomargarine taxes collected by the state 
declined from $197 thousand in 1930 to #130 thousand in 1933 
from which they speedily recovered amounting to I37I thousand 
by 1937« Apparently the strain of a prolonged depression 
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Inoreaeed the ooneumptlon of olgarettes and reduced Incomes 
caused a ehlft from butter to maxgarlne. However these Items 
are of minor Importance In the state budget. 
3. Gasoline taxes 
Gasoline taxee decreased from $2.2 million In 1930 to 
$2.0 In 1933 l^ut steadily Increased thereafter, reaching $3.2 
million by 1937* This tax shored great resistance to reduced 
Incomes, In fact every year following 1930 except 1931 aad 
1933 has shown an Increase over the 1930 collection. 
h. Motor vehicle registration 
Receipts from motor vehicle registration decreased 
rapidly from $920 thousand In 1930 to $572 thousand In 1^33* 
jumped to $1.2 million in 193^ receded slightly to $315 
thousand by 1937* 
5. Inheritance taxee 
Inheritance taxes showed a slight increase from $^9 
thousand in 1930 to $1S0 thousand In 1937-
6. Licenses and fees 
Licenses and fees showed a high degree of stability 
throughout the 1930's ranging from ^ 1 million to $1.5 million 
by 1939. Tax receipts from all sources hit a low in 1933-
ISO 
7. Interests rentals and land funds 
These items produced roughly one-half million dollars in 
1930. Receipts from these sources steadily declined through­
out the 1930*8 yielding only |100 thousand by 1939• 
B, Mleoellaneoug reoeipte 
This item includes state road rentals, interest on 
redemption fund investments, interest on daily cash Itmlances, 
income from Federal mineral royalties and miscellaneous 
general and special f\ind receipts and refunds. Receipts 
from these sources amounted to §671 thousand in 1930 dropped 
•bo $575 thousand in 1933, increased to a million dollars in 
1936 then rapidly declined to $390 thousand by 1939. 
D. Great Expansion in Types of Taxes. 
In Utah in 1929 the State and local units relied for 
Revenue upon the property and inheritance taxes, cigarette 
and oleomargarine taxes, gasoline and motor vehicle taxes, 
land rentals and interest on land funds and sundry licenses 
and fees. 
During the 1930» 8  the following new types of taxes 
were levied: corporation franchise tax, sales and use 
taxes. Individual Income tax, beer tax, insurance premium 
tax, liquor profits, mine occupation tax, unemployment 
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compeaeatlon tax, county property tax for relief and school 
lunch tax. 
Revenue from these new taxes oonstltuted per cent of 
the total revenue of the state government "by 19^6. 
E. Relation to Federal Government 
Most of these new taxes represent areas already occupied 
by the Federal Gkjvemment thus resulting in extensive over­
lapping of taxes. About the only areas where overlapping 
does not occur is the property tax where the state and local 
units monopoliae the field and the tariff which is reserved 
for the Federal Government. 
The gigantic relief program increased grants-in-aid 
from the Federal Government from #14^2 thousand in 1930 "bo 
#16,6 million in 1935. This amount represented 52 per cent 
of total state revenues in that year. This item had de­
clined to $5 million by 19^6 which was 12 per cent of total 
expendable state revenues. By this latter date total 
revenues raised by the federal Government from Utah amounted 
to $S6 million or 60 per cent of total revenue raised by 
all units of government. 
An interesting side-light on the problem of overlapping 
taxation by the Federal Government and the state is the 
attitude of tax-payers reported by the Utah state tax 
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workers. They report muoh less protest against the Federal 
inoome tax than against the state Inoome tax, although the 
former has grown to formidable proportions while the state 
levy has remained nominal. Apparently the discipline of the 
people during the two world wars and during the great de­
pression have done a great deal toward preparing them for a 
more dominant role of the central government in a program of 
coordinated activity in the realm of taxation, despite oertain 
opposition to msmy aspects of governmental regimentation and 
interference during the recent war period. 
F. Summary Statement 
The depression of the 1930*s toy halving the pre-
depression income proved all forms of taxation then in vogue 
to toe inadequate and resulted in the introduction of many 
new forms of taxation. At the same time, the serious unem­
ployment problem created a demand for added revenue which 
required substantial grants-in-aid from the Federal Govern­
ment in addition to the new forms of state revenue. 
Contrary to the impression otirrent at the time of the 
appearance of these relief rolls, the demand for sizeable 
paymentsto the aged and the unfortunate unemployables has 
persisted with the economic recovery. This, coupled with 
the large amounts necessary to service our war debt and 
1S3 
maintain an adequate program of national defense, has saddled 
the state with a tax load praotioally equivalent to the entire 
state inoome in 1933 (Table 50 and Figure 12). This means 
that unless and until the need for this high revenue at all 
levels of government subeidos it is fairly certain that the 
new forms of taxation will be retained and when and if another 
recession ooours additional sources will be sought or govern­
mental services will have to be materially reduced. 
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Table 50 
Tax Payments in Utah 
1929 to 1944^ 
(Millions of Dollars) 
Year 
Fcd» Govt. 
Collections 
State Collections 
Exclusive 
of Property 
Total 
Property Taxes 
Charged 
Total 
Taxes 
Colleoted 
1929 2.7 2.5 21.3 26.5 
19SS 1.4 3.0 17.5 21.9 
1939 6.6 10.0 18.0 36.6 
1940 9.8 10.0 18.2 38.0 
1941 13.3 13.0 18.8 45.1 
1942 23.4 15.5 18.6 57.5 
1943 42.7 17.0 16.6 77.3 
1944 63.6 18.0 20.1 121.7 
^Utah State Tax Conmission Biennial Report 1943-44 p* 10* 
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Chapter VII 
OOFOLUSIONS AND RIOOMMENDATIONS. 
A. General Statement 
Paralleling the development on the national level of 
the fiinctional finance^ concept, whore the aiuount to be ex­
pended receives first consideration and raising the required 
revenue follows as a matter of couree "by horroTing- if nec­
essary, there ie a growing tendency on the state level to 
put pximry emphasis upon the justification of the expend­
iture. Having satisfied themselves as to the need and 
desirability of a certain expenditure, the legiBlatora give 
the faimeas and equitabillty of the type of tax necessary 
to raise the needed revenue a secondary place, .Adequacy of 
yield become? rsaraaiount. 
However, the motive actuating the fiscal policy on the two 
levels ie quite different. On the Federal level fiscal 
poJ.loy is aimed at controlling the fluotuations incident 
to the bufiineBB cycle - a device for maintaining spending" 
and henoe "income" on an even keel while the states are 
concerned primarily with raising revenue to meet an ever-
increasing demand for services. 
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The canon of taxation expressed "by Clarence Hear, "In 
a democracy it appears to me that the ultimate justice of 
alltaxation is the general social welfare", is given a one-
aided endorsement. Those concerned with the determination 
of the tax pattern are pretty generally satisfied if the 
manner of spending satiefies this worthy social ideal. 
Whether the type of tax adopted to raise the desired revenue, 
in all its rajnifications is "beet calculated to perve the same 
end is not given the same oonsideration. This 1B due partly 
to the elusive character of tax incidence but Derhaps more to 
the feeling that it is necessary to get all they can from 
all types of taxes regardless of their impact. 
To the extent to which the increase in state and local 
goveriaipjit spending represents the replacement of individual 
expenditures hy expenditures on a community basis it may 
represent a reduction in total expenditure. But where this 
has occurred it has occasioned a shift in the identity of 
the individuals paying the bill. 
In cases where entirely new services are being asked 
for or offered it becomes a question as to how much the 
economy can afford. 
^Heer, 0., Property Taxes, A symposium p. 157» Tax Policy 
Leag'ue, Inc., H.Y. 19^0 
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B. The Property Tw 
Since thle thesis is Tjrim&rily concerned with the 
property tax, my conclusion« and reoommendationB with 
respect to thip tax will claim my major consideration. 
However, since the sice of the property tax load ie ooudi-
tioned "by the availability and yield of other forais of 
taxation, aore than incidental considera-tion usuet be 
accorded the other principal sources of revenue in Utah, 
1. Importance of the pro-perty tax in Utah. 
Revenues from the property tax for all tmits of 
government increased from aillion in 1916 to |22,9 
million in 19^5» increase of i60 r>er cent. All of this 
increase has heen for local purposes. 
The proportion of total revenue to all governmental 
units represented by the property tax decieaced from 92.7 
per cent in 1916 to about one-third by 19't5. However 
property taxes constitute practically the sole source of 
revenue for local school districts and counties and the 
major source for municipalities. The latter units receive 
considerable support from municipally owned utilities, 
allocations by the state from liquor profits and motor 
vehicle registration receipts (the counties receive some 
Igg 
of this money also). 
The weighted average over-all property tax mill levy 
for all purposes more than doubled, inoreaBlng from 16.5 
mills in 1916 to >4,16 mills in 19^5» 
2. Theoretical oonsidera-ttons. 
a. Argumente agalnet the property tax. Arguments for 
or against a specifto tax should be based on the considera­
tion as to whether the social and eoonomio effeota flo-^ring 
from its application squ^,re with the prevailing ideas of 
what is the general welfare. That ia to say the soeoific 
tax must appeal to individuals as treating all equitably 
with respect to certain criteria. Traditional criteria for 
measuring the desirability of a tax are: abi].ity to pay, 
ability to serve, benefit received and regulation, 
1, Ability to pay test not met. 
The great protagonist of ability to pay as a basis 
for taxation was Profeasar E. r. a, j^eligman. He claims 
the bases for deteriaj.nlng '•ability" have over the yeare 
shifted from expenditure to procerty, from property to 
product and from product to net income.^ 
Property Tax - Sjrmposium pp 156-159 
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The baslo queBttoa in view of this shift is whether 
Inoome from property is in proportion to its aeseseed 
valmtion. It is quite generally agreed by students of 
taxation that the general property tax "because of lack 
of uniformity and preol!?ion in aBsessjuents, the escape of 
intangibles, the presence of non-lnoome producing property, 
widespread exeaptione and other factors, is both unequal 
and regressive. Further, unless psychic income be con­
sidered in addition to monetary Income such things as 
proximity to schools, churches, and good roads, its soenlo 
advantages, and location with respect to '•blighted areas* 
result In aseeseaents considerably out of line with values 
based solely on isonetary incomes. Then, too, non-property 
incomes are neglected entirely by a property tax, 
'Paxes on residential property constitute a large pro­
portion of the property tax. A study by the Brookings 
Institution showed that people with incoae e of I1500 and 
less spent one-third of their income for shelter while 
those with inoomss of $2000 and above spent approximately 
12 per cent for this purpose. If these residential 
properties were aeeessed in proportion to their cost and 
malntsnanoe the individuals' IncOTBes would be levied 
against regrcssively by a property tax,^ 
^Ibtd. p. 162 
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A tax levied on business property may be shifted to the 
coneumer of Its product depending upon the Inelasticity of 
the demand for the latter. Taxes shifted to consumers tend 
to be regresslTe. It Is contended In a study by the £Oth 
Century ^tmd that IndlvldiialB with Inoomee below the maximum 
permitted personal exeasptlons axe taxed regre8filvely5 largely 
because of shifted property taxes. 
2, Benefit test not met. 
Governmental levies 8.re of two major types: taxes which 
by common definition "are compulsory contributions exacted 
by governments from individuals without regard to special 
benefits conferred^ and fees or prices, "the essential 
characteristic of which Is the existence of a special benefit 
together with a predominant public purpose; the absence of 
public purpose making the payment a price; the absence of 
special benefit makes It a tax.^^ 
While there are special Improvement levies and service 
charges sometimes referred to as taxes which are levied in 
proportion to individual benefit, most property taxes in­
volve no quid pro quo to the tajcpayers and cannot be JU6ti-> 
fled on a direct benefit basis« The benefits are of a more 
^Facing the Tax Problem 20th Century Fund 1937» 
^Edwin H. Spengler, Prof, of Eoonomlca Brooklyn College 
Property Taxes p, I65. New York Tax Policy League 19^0. 
R A Sellgiaan. Essays in Taxation, p. ^ 31 
McMillan Company, 1925. 
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indirect nature, not enjoyed in proportion to the taxes 
paid. 
b. Arguments for. Commons makes a oaee for clasei-
fioation of property for tax purposes in distinguishing 
betireen ability to pay and ability to serve. He says; 
••But, if there is another canon of taxation that may be 
properly applied, the effectc upon wealth pxo<2uotion 
guided by the public purpose of favoring wealth production, 
then the man who gets his wealth by mere rise in site 
values .should pay proportionately higher taxes th?ux the 
one who gets his wealth by industry or agriculture. In 
the one oaee, he extracts wealth from the commonwealth 
without adding to it. In the other case, he contributes 
directly to an increase in both private wealth and ooffimon-
wealth. Hence, looking at it from the cojamonwealth or 
social utility standpoint, there are two kindls of ability 
to pay: that ability which varies directly with one's 
additions to the consmonwealth, and that which varies in­
versely to one*s addition to the commonwealth. The first 
we shall name Ability to Serve; the second, Ability to 
Pay. Taxes should be apportioned directly 
according to a person's ability to pay and inversely 
ft 
according to ability to serve the commonwealth." 
^Oommona in Property Taxes p. 177» J* J* Little and Ives 
Company, New York 19^0. 
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He thus advocates tajcing the passive eleiaeats and 
favoring the active elements of production. He would favor 
Improvements on land as compared with land and would tax 
"unearned increments" in land values heavily, 
A Imap suffi tax tends to tax economic rent^ and thus 
has a ffiininiuKt repressing- effect upon production. Of oourse 
a lump-sum tax may exceed eooacratc rent or he levied when 
no economic rent exists. This may toe an argument for or 
against the property tax. It jdves greater etability to 
revenue but constitutes a levy on capital. 
Prof. Boulding makes this further point; "The con­
clusion, therefore, emerges that the "best tax on purely 
economic grounds is not an income tax at all but a prooerty 
tax aasesjsed on income-earning power rather than on inaorae 
actually earned."^® It ie contended that this t3rpe tax 
would leave the greatest net income to the individual and 
result In the greatest production for a given amount of 
revenues. ?he practical difficulties of administration 
interfere with its adoption. 
Two other pointf? mentioned "by Harold M. Groves in 
^Bouldlng - Economic Analysis p. 552. Harper't, 19^85. 
^^Boulding, K. E. Economic Analysis p, 775* Harper's, 19^8. 
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justification of the property tax^^ are: (1) Owners vho 
acquire property after the insposition of a tax realize a 
"benefit through the reduction in purchase price incident 
to the capitalization of the tax and (2) Property tax de­
fects are less eerious than thoae of alternative types of 
taxes. 
The Unglifsh authors, J. R. Hicks, U. K. Hicks and 
0. "E, V. Leper under the caption "The Inevitability of 
Rates", make the following defense of the property tax^^ 
After rffferring to t«ro etoclc objections to property 
taxes - their regressivenesB and the fact thai: they are a 
tax on houeing, the oTOsrship of which needs encouraf^eaient — 
they think these objections would have considerably raore 
weight if the property tax were levied on the national 
level. But being a local tax these argtunents lose much of 
their weight. A regressive tax le not necessarily a bad 
tax. The demands of equity are met if the total burden of 
all taxation is progreseive. 
*In order to be a suitable source of local finance a 
tax has got to satisfy some very stringent requirements, 
llfiroves - Financing Qovemment p. Il6. Henry Holt & Oo.l9^5 
^^Groves - Viewpoints on Public Finance pp. 52-5® 
Henry Holt & Oo. 19^7. 
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They are satisfied "hy rates. But tbey axa not eatlsfled toy 
moBt of the alternatives vhich have besn suggested. It is 
very doubtful if there is any other possible tax trhioh 
satisfies the requlrementfi and which oould be relied upon 
to produce a Isrge amount of revenue. 
These rsquireaientB ore: 
(1) Stalnility of rsveirie, A large portion of the 
commltiaenta of local authorities are long-run, 
(2) Mequaoy, In relatively poor sections of a 
country the least hampering to that emotion in its effort 
to furnish services is the regressive tax to which moet 
people contribute and the most hampering i>? the progressive 
Income tax. There elsaijly are not enough rich peop4.f^. If 
a local authority attempt to raise revenue by high income 
tax rates or consumption taxes it drives the rich away and 
the consuxners tiade outside. 
0, Asseeeaent •oraotlces. Assessment of Property on 
the basis of its selling value anticipates Inoome before 
It arises. This adds to the problem of delinquency and 
further divorces land taxation from oxirrent ability to pay. 
It ie, however, a method of taxing increnents and to some 
extent of preventing then. The fact that oir tax system 
^^Ibid p. 53 
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does not otherwise tax increments (except perhaps as capital 
, 14 gains) favors retention of the present procedure." 
Some of the defects in our present assessment practices 
are: (1) that local assessors are elected and are often 
not adeouately trained (2) some tendency to competitively 
under value property in some counties to take advantage 
of the uniform rate of levy imposed by the state (3) diffi­
culty of determining values at uniform rates for all types 
of property (4) sometimes "a given assessor may often 
assess properties of lov/er value at a higher ratio to actual 
value than is the case for properties of higher value. 
d. Legal limitations. Legal limitations on property 
taxes are of two general t3rpes: (1) limitation of debt 
to a given percent of assessed value (2) constitutional 
and/or statutory limitation of rates of levy on property. 
Theoretically these limitations result in (1) a pro­
tection of real estate values (2) promote modification of 
the viiole tax scheme (3) force retrenchment and economy in 
governmental expenditures (4) constitute a first step toward 
the elimination of the property tax. 
It is quite generally agreed that the first 3 object­
ives are commendable but there are more positive methods of 
their accomplishment. The positive approach to the 
^^Groves - Property Taxes, p. 1^5. J.J. Little and Ives Co. 
New York 1940. 
^^Allen, E.D. and Brownlee, O.K., Economics of Public Finance 
Prentice-Hall, 1947. P. 411. 
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question would give greater attention to the preparation 
and the adminiBtration of budgets, greater consideration in 
the authorization of indehtednese, effecting of better bal­
ance of various sources of revenue in the interest of social 
and eoonosnio stability, state agencies serving in advisory 
capacity to local units to the end that government activities 
may grow in the interest of the general welfare, 
Lawrence 6. Holmes, assistant to the Ohaixman,. National 
Committee on Real Estate Taxation, national Association of 
Real Estate Boards claims the following rssxilts of over-all 
tax limitations: (1) Sharp reduction in the amount of 
taxes levied against real estate. (2) Broadening of the 
tax base. (]5) Intensive study of the aases suent procedure. 
(i<-) Greater governtaental economy and efficiency, (5) More 
efficient budgetary Blanning, frequently through the 
establishaeat of centralized budgetary agencies. 
Less favorable results are reported by others whose 
positions would indicate a greater likelihood of objective 
consideration. 
Conovan F. Emch, assistant Professor of Political 
Scienee of the University of Toledo reports the following 
IP 
-'Holmes, L. G, Property Taxes p. 37. J-J. Little and 
Ives Co., ITew York 19^0. 
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results of the levy lliaitatiou experience in Ohio from 1911 
to date,^^ 
(1) Debts Increased alarmingly. (2) failuseto meet 
sinking fund obligations, (3) liberalization of the limiting 
enaotments making the levy flexible by referendum procedure, 
(4-) exceeding the legal liraite (5) a raaterial increajje lu in-
« 
direct taxes, principally sales ta:y but revenues were in­
adequate (6) olossing of schools in Cincinnati in 1937, 
Dayton in 193^ in. Toledo in 1959, and a discontinuance of 
relief payments in Cleveland and Toledo in 1939. (7) De­
faulting of obligations by many leading cities (S) Illegal 
diversion of debt rjayments to operatiufr fTUids. 
"Local governments in Ohio are humble mendicants daily 
seeking succor at the hands of the state. Local government 
in Ohio is fast approaching the condition of Gerraany'e local 
communitiea — being areas solely for local administration" 
concludes Prof. £mch. 
Prof, T. F« Haygood, Professor of Eoonomlcs in West 
Virginia University made a similar report of experience in 
that state with tax llaitatlon.^^ 
x6 /* 
•^®Emoh, D. P. Property Tax pp. 57-67. Same as 17. 
^^Haygood, T. F. Property Taxes pp. j.j. Little 
and Ives Go., New York 19^0. 
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Utah*a -sxperieaoe has been wore favorable with debt 
limitation than with levy limitation. The latter resulted 
In incr«^a9ed debt and the diversion of funde illegally and 
the frequent raising' of Halts, 
e. Reoommendationa relating to prQT?erty taxes. 
1, For reasons of aaaarincr adequaoy of revenue and 
relative stability of yield for looal governnieutal units it 
appears imperative that the property tasc be retained. 
Another argument in favor of the property tax for looal units 
is that eince it is levied on the basis of the situs of the 
property It lends itself very well to looal oontrol and 
responsibility. However this la not an uniaised advantage 
since the resouroea of the etata are ?o uiievenly distributed -
as an example one of the ko school dletrlots oontaine one~ 
sixth of the staters total assessed value. 
Because of this uneven dif»tributlott of property and 
wealth, the state's oonstitution was recently amended and 
legislation was recently enacted centralizing the linanoiog 
of the schools of the state. AB much as S/lS of the mlnlnum 
program^® may be financed by a property tar levied the 
state level. In addition the local districts aay levy an 
•J Sf 
The mlaimua school program as provided by law represents 
an expenditure of $3500 per school room unit. A school 
room unit consists of from 20 to JO pupils depending 
upon their age. 
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additional tax up to 30 percent of the miniBtum requirement 
If the local property owners approve. This results in ap­
proximate equality of educational opportunity and financial 
responsibility for all sections of the state and at the same 
time provides for a high degree of local control. The tax 
is still for local purposes but levied by the state. Ex­
perience with this degree of centralization may lead to its 
expansion to other areas of local financing which is theoret­
ically desirable. The principal opposition is voiced by 
those who fear a loss of local control of schools. No 
property tax levy for state purposes should be made. 
2, Sinoe 1930, when the State Tax Commission was 
created, there has been a growing tendency toward greater 
centralisation of assessments. This commission now assesses 
directly '+0 percent of the total propearfey including util­
ities and mines and exercises supervisory control over the 
remaining 60 percent. The local assessors are brought to­
gether at least once annually and a coordinated program for 
the state is worked out. Also, state specialists are sent 
into local districts where euid when the need arises. 
The last leglslat\ire enacted a law providing for 
assessment at ^0 percent of normal value. The Oommission 
decided that ^0 percent of the 19i|-0 market price would ap­
proximate this norm. This is also approximately the present 
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level which la 30 oent of the XS^\6 market prices. 
It Is recommended that periodic reex^lnatlon, say 
every 5 years, be made to adjust assessments to changing 
market conditions. Also, efforts should "be redoubled to 
bring assessments of all types of property into agreement 
with real property and improvements. 
3. The assessed value of mines is now a composite of 
advalorem value of improvements, a flat 1^5 per acre for 
surface rights plus two times net proceeds. Net proceeds 
is by far the most important. However, this item fluctu­
ates violently, dropping from $97 million in I930 to gl.5 
million in 1933-
It is recommended that net proceeds be averaged over 
a considerable period, say from 5 to 10 years in order to 
stabilize revenues from this source. 
It is further recommended that a graduated sever­
ance tax be Instituted on metalliferous mines. The rate 
should be progressively graduated on the basis of the ratio 
of net to gross proceeds, thus giving deep, high cost mines 
an advantage. Liberal development alloivances are desirable. 
This tax is Justified on the ground that mining of minerals 
and oil results in a depletion of natural resources. 
5.- The state's experience with limitations on levies 
has not been very satisfactory. Legal maxima have been forced 
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steadily hlghar, cuTxent expenses have of necessity "been de­
frayed by borrowings and the levies of subsequent years in­
creased and actual diversion of funds to uses contrary to the 
intent of the law has resulted. Avoidance of specific 
limitations is xeoommended. 
6. Limitation on indebtedness has worked with greater 
success. It is probably vrise to continue controls in this 
area, 
7. In the Interest of justice and flsxibility in 
proT?erty tax administration, Utah might follov? the lead of 
Minnesota in classifying property by applying differential 
assessment ratios to various categories of property largely 
on the basis of producer and consumer goods. 
This classlfioatlon may not increase the ylftld 
Baterially but as Dr. Leland^^ eaysj "The principal service 
of claasiflOAtion has not been as a fiscal measure to fill 
public tre&Buriee but to provide greater justice and flexi­
bility in the operation of the property tax. * • • * » jt 
has given leglslaturss greater freedom in the taxation of 
property and has demonstrated that, by and large, these 
assemblies can be trusted in adopting tax measures and not 
to abuse seriously the privileges conferred upon them. To 
19 
•^Simeon E, Leland, University of Chicago, Property Taxes 
p. H5. J.J. Little and Ives Co., New York 1940. 
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be tuze no one will approve of all the olasslfioation meaeuree 
whiob have been adopted, but the hietory of olaeelfioation 
doee deaonetrate that legislatures will aot with reasonable 
wiedoai when given broad oonetitutional powers relative to 
taxation. Zf property is to be taxed the legislature should 
be given the right to olassify property." 
(S. Professor Whitney lianks, working with the reoent Tax 
Study Ooanittee, made a preliminary survey of the property 
tax exemption problem in Utah. He ooncluded that the whole 
question of property tax exemption needed further study. The 
last legislature passed legislation exempting the property of 
veterane to a maximum of |3000 assessed valuation, whioh is 
roughly equivalent to a home of $10,000 our rent market value. 
At the same time an exemption of veterans* inoome up to $3300 
from state inoome tax was voted. 
While this action is taken to give naterial evidenoe 
of a oommunity's sense of obligation for the veterans* in-> 
valuable services, it merits many of the objeotions which 
are voiced against the general exemption of homesteads; vis., 
(1) It is a dangerous political instrument, (2) It results 
in higher taxes on the remaining property or the tapping of 
other sources. (3) It is a form of special privilege whioh 
leads to the extension of the exemption malady to ever-
widening areas. There are less objectionable ways of 
evidencing our appreciation to the able-bodied and self-
reliant veteran. He would prefer a chance to beoome an 
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Independent, self-sustaining citizen, and would prefer to 
leave such concessions to the handicapped and disabled. 
The exemption of household furnishings should probably 
be provided for as the present revenue ie negligible and 
its levy constitutes an xmprofitable annoyance. 
The present exemption of intangibles should be con­
tinued. This type of property can better be reached through 
the income tax. 
Munloir^l Tsrobleaie. Municipalities in Utah con­
stitute the most acute fiscal pxobleai area. While they irill 
be forced to lean very heavily on property tajces for their 
revenue, an increasing proportion of their support should 
come from other types of taxes as the property tax has proved 
entirely inadequate for thsir expanding needs. 
In addition to broadening- the tax base by reducing ex­
emptions and annexing suburban areas the following sources 
of additional revenue are vforthy of earnest consideration: 
(1) Broadening the tax base by encouraging Industrial 
developnjent. (2) Direct collection for services such as 
sewage and garbage disposal. This may be done by adding to 
water aEsesenients and has the advantage of getting revenue 
from tax-exeaipt property. (3) Acquire and operate utilities, 
as some of the more fortunate toms have already done, 
Resort to grants-in-aid and shared taxes which, however 
results In some loss of Independence and comes through a 
circuitous routing of revenues, 
10. Oounty prohlema. Utah counties are In the best 
financial condition of any of the taxing units. They must 
continue to rely very largely upon property taxes. However 
property taxes for road maintenance and for welfare pur­
poses could and should be gotten elsewhere, the former from 
revenues incident to the operation of motor vehicles and the 
latter from the sales tax. Justification for this suggestion 
will appear in a later section. 
0. Sources of Revenue Other Than Property Taxes 
1. General statement. 
Since the property tax is reserved almost exclusively 
for the support of the local governmental units, the other 
sources of revenue furnish the revenue on the state level. 
Hence this section will be devoted primarily to problems 
and policy of the state government. 
Since 1916 the revenue of the state government has In­
creased from million to $^1.0 million - an Increase of 
nearly ten-fold. Taxes other than property increased from 
^!S.2 percent of the total revenue in I916 to 95*9 percent 
in 19^5. 
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2. The sales tax. 
In general. The general sales tax and selective 
sales taxes have heen adopted by states and many cities 
dtxrlng the last 15 years. The contraction of property tax 
revenues during the depression of the 1930*Bt the adoption 
of tax limitation laws and the adoption of homestead exemp­
tion laws all have contributed to its rapid adoption. 
The inoldenoe of the sales tax falls in the main upon 
the consumer but competitive situations sometimes exist 
where it is not profitable to pass it on to the consumer 
in border line locations. Also very elastic consumer de­
mand may deter the merchant from attempting to shift the 
tax to the consumer even when all competitors are taxed. 
b. Arguments against. Many students of taxation 
agree with S. R. A. Seligman when he states that the sales 
tax sins against all canons of taxation. 
(1) It is regressive. 
(2) It often is a tax on gross receipts which bears 
no relationship to net profit. 
(3) It is discriminatory against industries which 
are not Integrated resulting in pyramiding of the tax as 
it passes throiigh memy transactions. 
R. A. Seligman - Studies in Public 71nance pp. 131-13® 
The UcMlllan Company 1925. 
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(^) It la difficult and costly to administer. 
0* Arguments for; Harley L. Lutz^^ defends the sales 
tax. 
The sales tax oouT)led with the income tax can be used 
to advantage, the former reaching people of small means and 
the latter people of larg-e inooinee. 
During periods of stress it is better to spread the 
load through diver^^e taxes than to ooncentrate it at a few 
points. 
It may be used in times of inflfition as a control 
measure to reduce spending. 
It is curious that there should be such 
concern over the effect of the sales tax on 
the small income; amd at the same time such 
seal for an iucrsase of the social security 
pay-roll tax which takes no account of income, 
family size or personal obligations. . . . 
Certaiuly the great bulk of the people can 
bear a sales tax; certainly they can pay an 
additional tax more easily in this way than by 
further Increases in the comolicated Income 
tax. If an adjustment of some sort is nec­
essary on the basis of need by all means let 
it be uade. But it should be confined to 
those who need it and determination of the 
oases should be a responsibility of the local 
welfare departments. 
21 
H. It. Lutz in Guideposts to a Tree Economy, pp. 103-115« 
JicGraw Hill Book Company 19^5* 
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Harold M. Groves enumerates theae advantages of the 
pp 
consumption tax. ^  
1. It meets the canon of taxation acivooated by Adam 
Smith of convenience, 
2. It has ease and economy of collection. 
3. It makes everybody contribute to hie government. 
Often Sumptuary and fiscal ends are both served. 
5. It correlates well with inheritance and progressive 
Income taxes. 
d. Gonclueions and recommendations concerning sales 
tax. As Prof, geligman says:^^ "The sales tax constitutes 
"  " "  
the last resort of counties which find themselves in such 
fiscal difficulties that they must subordinate all other 
principles to that of adequacy." 
This is certainly the major justification claimed for 
its adoption in Utah during the depression. A general sales 
tax of 2 percent was initiated in Utah in late 193^» Its 
^^Groves, H. H. Financing the Government pp. 297-315 
Henry Holt and Oompany 19^5-
23 
Sellgman, ERA, Studies in Public Finance Ist ed. p. 131. 
The McMillan Oompany 1925* 
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yield steadily grsr? from |1^,250 the firpt part of a year 
to million In 19^6. 
Its adiHlnlstxative cost compared with other types of 
taxes is shown in table 51> approximately 1 per cent 
Table 51 
Percent of Total Oolleotione Represented 
19^19^6 
Type of Tax 19^ 19^6 
Sales a<. Use 1.11 0.90 
Motor Fuel 0.19 O.Ik-
Cigarette Tax 0.65 0A5 
Oleomargarine i.?« 1.26 
Alcoholic Bev, C.71 0.63 
Inheritance 5.0^ 
Individual Income 3.12 5.21 
Corp.Pranohis?e IM 1.79 
Motor Vehicle Reg. 6,65 
a little below the median for all types of taxes oolleoted 
by the State Tax Oommisslon. The property tax is collected 
largely by counties. Hence no figure ie ehown for it. 
When the tax was first adopted it was referred to ae 
the Emergency Revenue Act. But because of its substantial 
yield and relatively low cost to administer and because it 
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has be«n Identified with the welfare prograim It bids fair 
to remain as a permanent part of our rerenue system. 
For the first decade of its administration this tax 
was used entirely for relief of the aged and needy. Of 
late years, however, it has been more than adequate, when 
ooupled with Federal Grants, to meet the statutory obliga-> 
tions for this purpose. X sizeable reserve has been 
aooiimulated and a considerable surplus has flowed into the 
general fund. 
There is no rational hookup between the source of 
the funds and the purpose for which they are used except 
the need on the one hand and adequacy of yield on the 
other, which is perhaps reason enough. Since 2J per 
cent of total state expenditures has gone for relief. It 
ranks second only to education in state expenditures. It 
is a stable sottrce and it is recommended that the present 
arrangement continue. 
3. Taxes associated with motor vehicles. 
a. General statement. Most taxes associated with 
motor vehicles are regarded quite generally as benefit 
taxes. To the extent to which revenue from such taxes 
is expended for highway construction and maintenance the 
claim is justified. 
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The major objections to theee taxes are that they fiire 
diverted to other uses and their /iiultipllcatlon. 
b. Gasoline aalee tax. The moat important tax of this 
group is that on gasoline. This tax was initiated in 1923 
and its yield steadily increased from ^222 thousand to 
million in 19^0. It remairjed fairly constant during the War 
but has increased each year since the War restrictions irere 
lifted. It Is now upwards of $3 'Billion annually. This all 
goefl for highways. 
c. Meter vehicle registration. This is the oldest 
tax of this gxoup* It yielded ^93 thousand in l^l6 and had 
Increased to $1.^ njlllion by 19^6. The first ^200 thousand 
of this revenue goes for B & 0 roads - county and city roads. 
The balance is divided among the municipalities for roads 
and a state publicity and industrial developasent department. 
It is recommended that the entire aiaouat be devoted 
to B and 0 roads. 
(J. other revenues. The balance of revenue ooming from 
actor vehicles oomes from drivers' licenses and other con­
trol measures. They amount to one-quarter million dollars 
but cost as siuoh to collect them as is received. This tax, 
therefore, is levied for purposes of regulation and is 
justified on this ground. 
211 
Inoome taxes. 
a. General statement on Individual Inoome taxes, ffo 
attempt at complete dleoussion of the Income tax is at­
tempted here ass that Is oitside the scope of thlR thesis. 
The principal argument advanced for the inoome tax is that 
it ie progressive and conforms to the principle of ability 
to pay. The major objections to It are that it fluctuate?;, 
often violently and that there Ig considerable multiple 
taxation in this area. The Tederal government gete ap­
proximately 30 tioBs ae much revenue from thie source in 
Utah as the State does. The state's revenue la about |2.5 
million, and is spent for education, 
Recoamendatione, Utah ie a deficit area as regards 
capital. Hence considerable income realized within the 
state goes to outside investors free of our individi-ial in­
oome tazeB. A revision of the law to include these earnings 
woxild materially increase revenue from the laco:ae 
The state law eshould be revised to permit the Federal 
Internal Revenue authorities acoess to state income in­
formation as a reciprocal arrangement. 
The state rates might be increased as a source of addi­
tional income for municipalities. Effort© in this direction 
have been resisted in the past on the grounds that the 
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Federal Gtovernment rates were so high additional levies by 
the state would dieooiarage enterprise and probably result 
In less revenue for everyone. The recent reduction in the 
Federal rates might be partially offset by increased state 
levies. 
b. Oorporate franchise taxes. This type of tax yields 
about $1.5 million annually which goes for education. 
It Is reooimnended here that the rates be revised to 
Biake them more comparable with surroimding states and that 
the statute of limitations be extended to correspond with 
the Federal law. As it is both audits are considerably be-, 
hind. Both systems are barely able to come within the dead­
line in many cases. Since the Federal government has a 
year longer than Utah any errors or omissions found by the 
Federal audit are too late to benefit the state. 
5. Licenses and fees. 
These include college fees and tuition, game licenses, 
other department fees, and court fines and fees. 
These are levied in the main on the benefit principle 
and represent a partial payment for the services rendered. 
Revenue from these souKaies amounted to about $2 million In 
19U5. 
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6. MiBcellaneottg. 
a. Liquor profits. The state olaling a monopoly on the 
h&rd liquor buslnefls of the state and realizes about $2.3 
Billion annually from this soiaroe. 
This is regarded by some as a luxury tax and by others 
as a sumptuary tax. In any oase the major problem is one of 
fixing the tax as high as the traffic will bear without en-
oouraging bootlegging. 
The principal recommendation here is one of improved 
administration. 
b. Pneaployaent compensation tax is adminis tered in 
oonjunotLon with the Federal Government and represents a 
bensfit tax. A reserve of some million is on deposit 
with the Federal Treaeury and a program of reduction in levy 
on the basis of favorable employment experience is being 
worked out which Is oomaiendable. 
o. Inheritance taxes. The inherit»mce and estate tax 
provisions were recently revised to correspond more closely 
with the Federal law. Exemptions for widows were increased 
to |Mo,000 from $10,000 and rates were graduated on a basis 
inverse to nearness of relationship. Prior to this, It was 
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really an estate tax. Inooiue from this souaroe amounts to 
about one-third of a million dollars annually, 
d. Special exoises. Beer, cigarettes and olea> 
margarine taxes are largely sumptuary in nature. Total axir . 
nual yield is a little more than $1 million. Efforts to 
place a comparable tax on cigar euid pipe tobacco have been 
defea^ted in the past largely because there are some indiv­
idual business firms engaged in the proceseing of these 
types of tobacco in the state, whereas all cigarettes are 
imported. The oleomargarine tax is a similar tax sponsored 
by a strong ;^airy lobby -within the state, vhereas there are 
no vegetable oil interests other than the oPttsumers and so 
far their influence has been nil. 
The recommendation is that the oleomargarine tax be 
removed and a tax comparable to the cigarette tax be placed 
on other forms of tobacco. 
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Chapter VHI 
SUIJIMJIY OF: 
CHAPTER I STATEMENT 0? PROBLEM 
A. Fiscal Problems Outlined 
In comwon with all governmental unite, Utah i s  con­
fronted with many fiscal probleme. The major ones are 
treated under the following heads: 
1. Natural reaources 
Utah,unlike saany of her sister states .has only 3 per­
cent of her total area under cultivation. The great bulk of 
\ 
the state is arid waste and more than 70 percent of its land 
area is owned by the federal government. This results in a 
very narrow tax base. 
Rich coal, mineral and metal deposits are located 
within the state. These have contributed greatly to the 
stateVs econoaiio well being. With the location of the Geneva 
steel plant, the development of satellite industries dependent 
upon steel and the exploitation of phosphate and oil deposits 
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irhloh l8 advanolng, some relief for the future ie promised. 
However these deposits are so unevenly distributed through­
out the state that great Inequalities obtaiu among the looal 
areas In their ability to maintain servloes. 
2. Population 
The total population of Utah ie approximately equal to 
that of the olty of San Franoisoo. Yet this limited popula­
tion is carrying on the functions of the more populous 
oofflmonwealths. The major problem assooiated with population, 
however, grows out of our high birth rate and our relative 
increase in population compared with our resources. 
3, Inoreaeinig demand for servloes 
The inoreaee in population creates an ever-increasing 
demand for government services. But perhaps of greater 
significance as an explanation of the mounting demand for 
government revenues la the great emphasis which Utah*8 
people have given to education and other services furnished 
on the ooffliminity level. 17ot only has Utah shared in the 
general trend toward iindertalcing as oommunity aotivities 
functions performed by individuals or not at all in the 
past, but has been a leader in some of these movements. As 
a result of this and the high rate of population increase 
Utah has fewer income-earning adults for each recipient of 
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these servioee than the average for the U.S. 
4. laeoualltles 
Owing to the uneven diijtribution toy nature of the re­
sources of the state great inequalities exist among the 
different sections of the state in their abilities to finance 
governmental services. Also the task of equitably dis­
tributing the fiscal responsibilities among the various in­
dustries, individuals and kinds of property bulks large. 
The types of taxes upon which the looal units lean for 
revenue are more regressive than is true for the federal 
government. 
B. The Property Tax 
1. Importance 
Property taxes are left to the state axid local govern­
ments exclusively. For the nation as a whole these units 
received 47»5 ps^^ cent of their total revenue from property 
taxes in lSk2. Utah and its local units received 43.9 per 
cent from this source. 
The States of the Union received only 5*4 per cent of 
their revenue from property while the looal governments re­
ceived 92.2 percent from property. The state government of 
Utah received 16.9 percent of its total revenue from 
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property taxes. Most of this however was returned to local 
units. Local Utah units received 95*3 per cent of their 
total revenue from property taxes in 19^1-2. Property taxes 
are becoming lees Important as a source of State revenues 
all the time. This field is being left more and more to the 
local xmits which continue to rely almost exclusively upon 
property for revenue. 
2, Problems 
The ma.ior problems associated with the property tax 
in Utah are 
a. Differences in size and productivity of taxing 
units. 
b. Differences in aeeessaent practices in the various 
counties. 
0 .  Inequalities in the assessment of different types 
of property within the state. 
d. Lack of coordination between the assessment 
officers and the tax-levying bodies within the 
state. Because of the interrelationship of these 
two aspects of the property tax problem, the actions 
of one set of officials may completely or partially 
offset the policies of the other. 
Because of this fact this study was undertaken at the 
instance of the State Tax Commission as a companion study 
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to one of their own in which they investigated the assess­
ment phase of the property tax problem, 
C. Delimitation of Study 
This study has "been concerned with: 
1. Legal maxima of tax levies on the state and local 
levels. 
2. Trends of property tax levies on the state and 
looal levels. 
3. future outlook for budgets and levies of the state 
and looal unite. 
h. Coordination of the studies on asseesmente and 
levies. 
5. Reoomaendations for a coordinated property tax 
progriMi. 
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OHAPTSR II TRENDS IN PROPERTY TAX LEVIES IN UTAH 
A. State Levies 
1. Legal maxlMua 
Legal maxlnum property tax levies by the state goyemment 
ranged from 0 mills, set by the constitution as originally 
adopted in 1096, to 2.^ mills for general purposes plus a 
levy sufficient, when added to any other funds allocated for 
district school purposes, to raise 30 dollars for each child 
of district school age. This latter provision was embodied 
In a constitutional amendment In 19?0. 
In 19^ the constitution was again amended to permit 
the state to levy in addition to the 2,k mill levy for the 
general fund a property tax sufficient to constitute 9/16 of 
the amount necessary to furnish a minimum school program as 
defined by the state legislature, 
2. Actual state levies 
Levies made by the state since 1916 ranged from 
mills in 1916 up to 10 mills in 193^* They decreased from 
this peak to 2.9 mills in 19^ and increased to ^.0 in 19^5> 
Host of this levy was returned to local school districts 
during this period —. all of it for the 6 years 1935* 1936, 
1937» 19^2, 19^3» andl9Ml-. 
The disposition of the tax commission is to refrain from 
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a state property tax levy for general purposes in the future 
leaving this revenue source exclusively to meet the needa of 
local unite. The total amount raised by state levy would be 
turned back to the local school dlRtrlotB, 
B. County Levies 
1. Learal maxima 
From the beginning of statehood until 1915 a-H counties 
within the state were treated alike regardless of size. 
Their permissive levies were 5 mills from to 1907 and 6 
mills from 1907 to 1915• 
From 1915 to 1929 oouatles were classed Into four 
categories on the basis of assessed valuation. In 1929 the 
classes were increased to five. The permissive levies 
varied Inversely with the size of the counties. For the 
smaller counties the maxima varied from 5*7 miHe in 1915 to 
2i|-.5 mills in 19^3, For the larger counties the permissive 
levies increased from 5«3 mills in 1915 to 19*5 mills in 
19^5• Hot only did the legal maxima increase but the 
services for which they were permitted multiplied. 
Actual county levies 
The median levy for county purposes ranged from 3,^ 
mills in 1916 to 10.3 mills in 19^5. The lowest levy for 
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any county In 1916 waa mills and for 19^^-5 was ^ l-.O mills. 
The loveBt levy tna<le toy any county during this JO-yeax period 
wa? 1.^ wills by Juab Oounty in 1916. In 1927 no county 
levied lefts than 5.3 mills. 
The highest oounty levy in 1916 was 7.?66 mllle levied 
by San Juan oounty. For 19^5 the highest levy was I?.? 
mills levied by Washington county. The highest levy made by 
any county during this period Tas 19.9 mlllf? in 19^3 and 
19^^ by I*uch«5sne county. 
During laoet of this 30-year period the levies of the 
counties in which the larger cities are located made levies 
well beloTt the median for the counties of the state. Two 
possible explanations may be advanced for this. First, some 
of the law enforcement functions devolving upon the outlying 
counties may be performed within the larger cities. Second, 
the large assessed value of the urban property furnishes a 
relatively wider tax base from which to draw revenue for 
covuatir purposes in these populous counties. 
C. Levies By Local gohool Districts 
1. Legal maziaa 
Legal limits were imposed for instruction and property 
maintenance purposes, but no mill limit was imposed for debt 
service. Because of this the intent to limit the amount 
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which property could "be required to pay for local schools has 
been olrcuaavented by incurring an obligation for current op­
erating expansee and increasing the levy above the legal 
maximum in Bubpequent years to pay for it. 
The school Bysxetn of Utah coneiate of 35 county die-
trlcte,^ and 5 independent city diatriots. 
There i^'as no difference hetTeen the permissive levies 
for school purpopee by the county and city districts until 
1907. Beginning at 6.5 mills in 1^93 the liiait had in­
creased to 7 mills oy 1905• In 1907 the city schools were 
permitted to levy one additional mill. 
In the beginning: of the state's history county school 
dietricte -srere classified in 5 categories on a basis of 
assessed valuation of property ranging from less than #5 
million to more than $20 million. The cities were divided 
into 2 classes on the basis of population. 
In 1923 the basis for classification of school dis­
tricts was changed to assessed valuation per child of 
school age, ranging from less than ^2000 to more than 05000. 
From 1907 to 1915 "khe city districts were permitted a 
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There are only 29 counties in Utah. However, fotir of the 
counties are divided into 2 districts each and one county 
has 3 school districtjj. 
higher levy than the oounties but In 1913 county dlstrlote 
wero permitted a higher levy than city Rohoole. The practice 
wao to allow the poorer dletrlots the hlpher levy. 
From 1923 until 1«^U5 there was little difference between 
the levies permitted county and city districts. However a 
•ior«^d of from 3 to 5 mllle prevailed between the poorer and 
richer dietriote. 
In 19'1^5 the demands for Inoreaeed revenue were so in­
sistent that an increase was permitted all along the line to 
l4 mills for all county dietriote and from 15 mills for the 
richer city districts to 13 mill? for the poorer city dis-
triote. This repreeents more than a doubling of the levies 
permitted for local schools since 1819 .^ 
In addition to this, In 1929 the back-door method of 
getting additional revenue for "Distressed" districts was 
devised. This oonelRted of an additional 2 mills above the 
listed majdjna upon the recommendation of the county commis­
sioners and a ;}oint ooaialttee oomposed of the state tax 
commission and the state school board. 
Actual levies by local schools 
The median levy by local school districta for all pur­
poses Including debt service increased from 9.^ mills in 
192? to 1^.6 mills In 19*^5. The lowest levy for each year 
studied ranged from 6.0 mills in 1922 to mills in 19^5* 
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The highest levy luade by any district during the period studied 
was In 1922 by Beaver, It fell as low as 15.5 mills in 1928 
and increased to 20.5 In 19^5 ^ ox this dlstrlot. 
Approximately 70 percent of the coat of local schools 
came from property taxee in 19^5• The balance came from the 
state general fund and individual and corporation income 
taxes. 
As iTas explained in section A of the summary, the state 
levies a property tax for aiding local schools largely in 
the interest of equalizing educational opportunities between 
the poorer and richer districts. When this levy is added to 
that imposed by the local distriota themselves which have 
just been described above the median total levy for district 
school purposes ranged from 1^.3 mills In 1922 to ^ 9.0 mills 
in 19^1. The median was 17*5 mills for 19^5. The lowest 
levy for any district started at 11.3 mills in 1925» de­
clined to 9.^ in 1925, advanced to lk,J in 193^ then declined 
to 7.1 mills in 19^14. The highest total levy for any dis­
trict for any year was 2^.8 mills in 1923 and declined to 
21.1 mills in 19^^. 
D. Total Property Tax Levies On Rural Property 
1• Total permissive levies 
This includes levies by the state, the county and the 
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local school districts. 
The total permitted increased from 19.5 ^ nllls in 1BS$ 
to 36.1 mills for the richer counties and ^H.l for the poorer 
counties, in 19^5» 
2, Actual levies 
The median total levy on rural property increased from 
Kills in 1916 to 2?5.3 in 19^5* It practically doubled. 
The lowest levy on rural property within any county was 11.9 
in 191^. This rose to 23.0 laills in 1939 and dropped to 
17.95 mills in 19^5. The highest total levy on rural property 
within any county ranged from 17.9 mille in 1916 to 39-5 
mills in 19^-5. 
E. Property Tax Levies For 01ty And Town Purposes 
1. Legal maxiiaa 
The legal lioit set by the first legislature for 
flchools and librariee in cities was ^ 1/3 rallle. The 
second legislature set the maximum permissive levy at 32.5 
mills for towns and 35 mills for all cities. In 1915 the 
limits were reduced to 6 mills for towns and 13.5 mills for 
cities. 
These limits increased by 19^5 to 18 mills for towns 
and from 32.^ mills for the larger cities to mills for 
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the smaller oitlee. 
2. Actual levies for city purposes 
Cities and Towns were divided into three categories; 
first, the three larger cities, Salt Lake City, Ogden and 
Provo; second, the three cities which have had municipal 
power plants for some time; third, the other municipalities. 
The three cities in the first category were treated 
individually. The levies "by Salt Lake and Ogden have been 
almost identical throughout the period studied, increasing 
from 6.5 mille for Salt Lake 01 ty and 6.75 mills for Ogden 
in 1916 to 17.^5 mille and 16.50 respectively in 19^5» Tlie 
levies for grovo have been consistently higher throughout 
the period ranging from 6,3 mills in 1916 to 21.5 in 19^» 
Brigham Oity'^s levies were higher than any one of the 
three cities just named until her municipal power plaxit was 
paid for iu l^Jl when her levy dropped to 7 mills. 
Logan's levies followed closely those of Brigham Oity 
until the latter paid off her bonds. Since then Logan's 
levy has been higher than Brigham Oity's levy but lower 
than her own former rate, Logan's levy remained at 16 mills 
for 5 years then declined to 11.5 mills in 19^0 where it has 
remained. The levies of Mtirray have been the most stable of 
all. After gome fluctuation in the early years of study 
during which the levy ranged from 7*5 mills to 12.7 mills it 
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settled to 10.5 ox 11,0 mills where it has remaiaed since 1922, 
The median levy for the snaller incorporated cities and 
towns ranged from 6.25 mills in I9l6 to 12.0 mills by 192^  
where it remained for 12 years. In 193^  it dropped to 10.0 
mills where it remained until 19^ 5» 
For eleven of the 30 years studied one or more of these 
smaller towns levied only 1,0 mill and every year throughout 
the period one or more towns imposed levies as low as 3»0 
mills or lower. 
On the other hand the highest levy imposed by these 
smaller towns ranged from 12$.5 mills in 1916 to 33*0 mills 
in 19^ .^ 
Perhaps the most eignifioant facts associated with 
municipal levies are their great disparity and the excep­
tionally high levies made by some of the towns all through 
the period. Levies of some outlying towns have been from 
2 to 3 times as high as for the 6 larger cities of the state. 
The municipalities have been the hardest hit of any of the 
governmental xinits by Inadequate funds. 
F. Total Property Tax Levies On Property Within 
Cities And Towns 
1. Maximum oermiaaive levies 
These levies are made by all the governmental units, 
229 
the state, countiee, school districts and municipalities on 
municipal property. 
Total psrffllsBive Ifivles on all municipal property were 
the same at 25.S3 mills in 1296. They increased throughout 
the state's history until in 19^5 they stood at - 61.6 
mills for towns and from 69.5 lalUs to 5^5,6 mills for cities. 
The range of levies for all classes of ojunioipal prop­
erty is due to the variation in the assessed value of 
counties In which the municipalltleB are located and the 
variation in the school levies oased upon variation In 
assessed value per school child, 
2. Actual total levies on muniolpal proT)erty 
The total levies on Salt Lake City, Ogden and Prove 
property follow the same general pattern. However Prove levies 
are from 5 laiUs to 10 ffiilla higher than in the tr,o larger 
cities most of the time. Total levies on Salt Lake City 
property increased from 17*9 mills in 1916 to ^-6.25 mills in 
19^5» Total Ogden property levies Increased from 20.1 mills 
to ^5*3 mills during the same period and levies on Prove 
property increased from 20,05 mills to 5^.0 mills. 
Total Brlghaw City property levies increased from 1J5.9 
mills in 1916 to 35.^7 in 1929f declined 10 mills during the 
late 30*s then increased to 3^*^ mills hy 19^5* 
Logan levies increased from 2^1-.mills in 1916 to ^9.3 
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in 1935, decreased during ths next 10 yetils olosing in 19^5 
at l+O.O ffiillB. 
The total levies on lifurray property increased from 
21.92 mill)? in 1916 to 3^.55 in 19^5. 
The median total levy on the property of the emaller 
cities and towns of Utah increased from a low of 20.^ mille 
in 1916 to a masiimiira of ^1.25 oiilis in 1933* It decreased 
slightly during the next 10 years and stood at 39.05 in 19^5. 
The highest levy on any property lyithin the smaller 
towns in 1916 was 35.7 wills hut by 19^3 the maximuia levy 
had Increased to 65.0 mills and stood at 62,2 mills in 19^5« 
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CHAPTER III TRENDS IN REVKNUE AND EXPENDITURES 
OF THE TAXING UNITS OF UTAH 
A. lutroduotory Statement 
This chapter presents trends in Revenue and Expenditure 
of the various governmental units of Utah. 
B. Trends In Total Revenue And 
Property Taxes Charged 
1. Total revenue of all government units of Utah in­
creased from $30 million in 1926 to #53 million by 19^ 2, an 
increase of 8<0 percent. Most of this Increase was in the 
revenues of the state government which more than trebled. 
The relative importance of state revenues increased from 37 
per cent of the total revenues of all units in 1926 to Sni­
per cent in 19^ 2. 
County revenues had increased by only one fifth while 
the proportion of total revenues received by the counties 
decreased from 1^  percent to 10 percent. 
Revenue of school districts was about the same in 19^ 2 
as in 1926, but its prop6rtion of total revenues declined 
from 2^  per cent in 1926 to 13.7 percent in 19^ 2. 
Revenues of the cities and towns were less by $1 
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million in 13^ 2 than they were in 1926 and. the proportion of 
total revenue had decreased from 2^ .^  in 1926 percent to 12.2 
percent by 19^ 2. 
Total property taxes levied for all units of government 
increased from million in 1916, to l|f21,5 million in 1930, 
declined to $15.7 million by 1936 and then steadily increased 
to $22.9 million by 19^ 5* The weighted average mill levy on 
property for all purposes rose from l6,5 mills in 1916 to a 
high of 35.07 mills in 1939, decreased steadily to 29.3^  
mills by 19^  ^then increased to 3^ .l6 mills in 19^ 5 - the 
levy more than doubled during this 30 year period. 
Property taxes for state purposes were about the same 
in 19^ 6 as they were in I916. However, mid-way in the period 
they were twice as high as at either end. Most of these 
property taxes levied by the state are returned to the local 
school districts for the support of local schools. The dis­
position of the taxing authorities is to leave this source 
of revenue to the local governmental units. 
Property taxes levied for county purposes^  more than 
trebled during the thirty-year period from ^ 1.7 million in 
1916 to million in 19U5. 
Property taxes for local schools increased from |2.g 
million in 1916 to #9.3 million in 19^ 5. 
T^his includes some state road funds collected by the 
counties. 
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Tajces levied for cities and towns more than doubled dur­
ing the thirty years from $1,9 million to #4,9 million, 
0. State Grovernment Revenue And Expenditure 
1. Revenues 
In 19^ 2 Utah received 11,3 percent of her state govern­
ment revenue from proTjerty taxes while the average for all 
states in the United Stateg was 3»3 percent. Only Nevada 
and Arizona of the eleven western states received a higher 
proportion. However nearly all of Utah's state revenue from 
property taxes was returned to the local schools, 
Utah received 55.5 percent of state government revenues 
as other taxes, compared with 7^ ,9 percent for all the 
States of the Hation. Utah received 25.5 percent of total 
state revenue from other governments compared with 13,2 per 
oent for the whole United States. J,J percent of State 
revenue of Utah came from miscellaneous earnings compared 
with 5-5 percent for all Statves of the Nation, 
From 1916 to 19l|-5 Utah State government revenue in­
creased hy 10 fold from $3,6 million to 1^ 0,7 million. 
Property taxes decreased in importance from 51-3 percent of 
total to 4^ .1 percent from 191^  to 19^ 5* Some of the most 
important soiirces of revenue in 19^5 did not exist in 1916, 
Of these the sales tax has the most Important constituting 
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17.9 percent of the total in 19^ 5» The other new sources 
were individual income tax 5*7 percent; corporation fran­
chise taxes, 3,6 percent; mine occupation tax l.S percent; 
liquor profit 3*9 percent; school lunch 1,1 percent; beer 
taxes 0.5 percent; cigarette taxes 1,6 percent; gasoline 
sales tax 9*^  percent; insurance premium tax 1.2 percent; 
Unemployment Compensation tax 12.2 percent. These total 
63.9 percent of total revenue which in 19^ 5 was derived 
from sources largely unknovm in 1916. 
Federal Grants in aid ranged from 1.1 percent to 2.5 
percent prior to the depression of the '30's, but in 1935 
this item represented 5t?-5 percent of total state revenues 
and in 19^ 5 represented 19-5 percent of the total. 
2. State expenditures 
Expenditures for education have constituted the laajor 
expenditure item through the thirty-year period with fev ex­
ceptions, ranging from 17.5 percent in 1935 to j6 percent 
in 1916 and 19^ 5. 
Until the depression years of the '30's highways 
claimed the next largest paroportion of funds, ranging from 
57.6 percent in 1920 to 17.2 percent in 19^5-
Public welfare, beginning in 193^  displaced roads for 
second place in order of expenditures, claliaing ^ g.6 of total 
funds in 1935 anid 27,9 percent in 19^5* 
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These three eervioes represented only 59*7 percent of 
expeadituxe in 1916, oil abed to ?>6.S percent in 1935 and 
claimed Si.3 percent in 1945. 
D. Oounty Revenue And Expenditures 
1. Revenue 
In 1942 counties in Utah received 85 percent of their 
total revenue from property taxee compared with 55 percent 
for all oounties of the United States. This was a higher 
proportion than any of the other western states. Aid from 
other government, principally state governments, was the 
next souroe in order of importance from which counties of 
the nation received revenue. This sua accounted for 
roughly one-third of the revenue of all counties in the 
United States. For Uteih, Montana and Hevada, county revenue 
from this souroe amounted to less tlian 10 percent but for 
two of the western states, Arizona and Oolorado, cotinties 
received more than 60 percent from **other governments". 
Information on county revenues in Utah for the period 
under inveetigation was very meagre. More information on 
county expenditures was available. Over the years revenues 
and expenditures tend to balance. 
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2. Oouaty expenditures 
While total county expenditures in Utah Inoxeased from 
$4,2 mllllone in 1926 to $5.5 millions in 19^ 2 or only 25 
percent, expenditures for "operation^  more than doubled. 
Oapltal expenditures and debt service represented a much 
greater proportion of the total in the earlier years. 
E. Revenue And Expemditures Of Elementary 
And Secondary Schools 
1. Revenue 
Total revenue of elementary and secondary schools in 
Utah quadrupled between 191^  and 19^ 5> increasing from 3 
million to I17.S million. 
Federal funds increased from nothing to more than ^ 1 
million and state funds allocated to local schools were 
eight times as great in 19^ 5 as they were in 1916. State 
funds amounted to million dollars in 19^ 5» inoreaeing 
from S  percent of local revenues in 1915 to percent in 
19^ 5' 
Revenue from local taxation constituted approximately 
half the total receipts during this thirty-year period. 
Borrowings fluctuated in importance from two percent 
of total receipts for schools in 1915 "to one-third In 1920. 
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This source furnished elx percent of the total revenue In 19^5. 
About 5^  percent of total local school revenue in 19iJ-2 
consisted of property taxes levied locally. This compares 
with 59.9 percent for the nation. The proportion of total 
district school revenue raised by local property taxes in 
the other western states varied from nothing in Nevada to 
70.9 percent in Colorado. Seven of the eleven western 
states raised a emaller proportion from local property 
taxes than Utah and three states raised a larger propor­
tion from this source. However, when the property taxes 
levied by the state and returned to local schools are in­
cluded the picture changes. For Utah the figure stands at 
60 percent of total local school revenues. The break down 
is not available for the other states. 
2. Expenditures of Utah school districts 
Operating expenses constituted approximately three-
fourths of total expenditure for local schools throughout 
the thirty-year period of this study. 
Capital outlay ranged from ten percent to twenty per 
cent from 1915 to 19^0, dropping to 4 percent in 19^5* 
Debt service has claimed from seven percent to twelve 
percent of total expenditure for local schools throughout 
the thirty-year period. 
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F. Revenue And Expenditures Of Cities And Towns 
1. Revenue 
Four sources furnished the revenue of cities and towns 
in 19^ 2 - property taxes, other taxes, state aid, and 
municipal earnings . 
For the country as a whole approximately two-thirds 
came from property taxes, one-sixth from state aid, nine 
percent from other taxes and nine percent from earnings. 
Of the eleven western states, cities in Utah, Idaho, 
Arizona and California received about the same proportion 
from property taxes as the average for the nation; cities in 
Oregon got j2 percent from property and the cities of the 
six other received less than the national average. 
Cities of Colorado received 3^  percent from state 
sources, those from Washington got 21 percent and cities 
from California received l6.3 percent from state aid thereby 
equalling or exceeding the national average. On the other 
hand, cities in Ifew Mexico received 13.percent, Idaho got 
percent, Utah received only 6 percent of their total revenue 
from the state and cities of the other five western states 
received still less. 
Only ffevada cities of the eleven western states received 
a smaller proportion of total revenue from earnings than the 
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national average. Among theee western statee Utah cities 
occupied a aMlau position as to earnings, receiving 1^ .9 
percent of total revenue from this source. Wyoming cities 
received 3^ ,5 percent of total revenue from earnings; 
cities of Montana received 33«0 percent; Idaho cities, 20.7 
percent and Washington cities got 21.^  percent from er.rnlnge. 
In general, the cities of Utah showed more dire need 
of other pouroee of revenue than any of the other govern­
mental units of the state, 
2. Ixpenditure 
In contrast to the trend of expenditures by Utah 
counties for various purposes, the proportion of expendi­
tures by Utp.h cities which went for ooexations declined 
from i55.1 percent in 1926 to 72.0 percent in 19^ 2. The 
proportion expended for debt service, on the other hand in­
creased from 13.1 percent to 20.0 percent during the same 
period. 
0. Trends In Indebtedness 
1. For the Btate 
During the 20-year period from 1922 to 19^ 2 
short-term and long-term Indebtedness of all the 
the nation tripled. Increasing from $1.2 billion 
the total 
states of 
to $3.3 
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Ml lion. 
Indebtedness of the state of Utah on the other hand de­
creased from #10.7 million to $2.6 million, a decline of 75 
percent. Five of the other western state governments showed 
a decline also but none so great a decline ae Utah. Five of 
the eleven western state governments showed an Increased 
total indebtedness. California increased her Indebtedness 
by 150 percent; Colorado, 100 percent; Montana, 66 percent; 
Washington, 33 percent; Kew Uexico, ^ 00 percent. 
Since 19^ 2 the state of Utah, while showing a small in­
debtedness owns government bonds totaling more than enough 
to retire her indebtedness, 
2, Debts of local governments 
Between 1922 and 19^ 2 the total short-term and long-
term indebtedness of the local governmental units of the 
United States Increased from $9.1 billion to #15.7 billion, 
an increase of 73 percent. 
The indebtedness of local Utah units declined by 23 
percent from #^ 1.7 million to $32,2 million. 
In three other states of the western eleven, Idaho, 
Montana and Arizona, the local governmental units also 
showed a decline in total indebtedness while the local 
units of the seven others showed an increase. The in­
creases ranged from 150 percent for the local units of 
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Oalifornla to nominal increases for Oregon, Washington and 
Wyoming. 
While the total debt of all local units in Utah except 
that of cities was reduced the indebtedness of cities and 
towns increased by ^ 1-0 percent between 1952 and 19^ 1 from 
$15.9 million to $22A million. 
The per capita indebtedness of all governmental units 
in Utah showed the same trend as the total indebtedness dur­
ing the period studied. 
3. Trend of total indebtedness of all governmental units 
The indebtedness of all state and local governmental 
units in the United States increased between 1922 and 19^ 2 
from $10,3 billion to $19.0 billion, the indebtedness of all 
governmental xinits in Utah declined from $53«^  million to 
$3^ «^ 5 million. 
Five of the other ten western states also showed a de­
cline in total debt of all units of government and five 
showed an increase. 
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CHAPTER IV OUTLOOK FOR FUTURE PROPERTY TAX LEVIES 
A survey was made of all the governmental imits of Utah 
In 19^ 6 to determine their future "budget plane. During the 
war period ordinary maintenance of properties and new build­
ing had been deferred. With the war's end it was feared 
that an effort to catch up with a state-wide building pro­
gram would impose a very serious if not unbearable load upon 
the property of the state. Hence, this survey, 
A. The State Outlook 
There was no disposition to finance the much needed and 
contemplated building program from property taxes. 
The general sentiment among responsible state officials 
was that only that building and road improvement which can 
not be longer delayed should be undertaken in the near 
future owing to the inflated costs and difficulty of getting 
materials. 
It was also felt that where pofisible, all public build­
ing should be reserved as an offset to a possible deflation. 
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B. The County Prospect 
Reports were received from counties comprising approxi­
mately 90 percent of the state's resources. Only half of 
them had definitely formulated plans for future buildings. 
The announced plans called for a great variety of projects 
some of which were to be self-liqui dating but most of them 
were to be financed from property taxes. The 19I1-5 legis­
lature provided for a special levy for this purpose ranging 
from ,75 mills for the wealthier counties to I.5 mills for 
the poorer ones. 
Some of the counties thought they could finance their 
programs from this levy while others planned additional In­
creases in levies. The counties as a class are in the best 
financial condition of all the governmental units, 
0. Outlook For Local School Districts 
The local school districts were in a serious financial 
plight. Because of the uneven distribution of the State's 
resources, the rising prices and ever increasing educational 
demands, local schools experienced extreme difficulty in 
financing their regular budgets. Twenty-one districts out 
of 36 reporting found the maximum levies provided by law 
Inadequate for re^ lar requirements. 
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Eighty-nine percent of the districts reporting planned 
a building program during the next five years and only 
twenty percent of these thought present levies would be 
adequate to finance this program. Many districts thought 
sizeable increases in property tax levies would be required 
to meet their minimum needs. 
D. Outlook For Oities And Towns 
Fifty eight of the 19^  incorporated oities and towns 
of the state either returned questionaires or were inter­
viewed by the writer. While this was only thirty percent 
of the total this number included all of the principal 
cities of the state. Only four outlying counties were not 
represented. 
Three-fifths of those reporting planned buildings 
and/or improvements before 1950 and one-fifth had building 
plans for a depression offset. 
While only nine percent of those reporting listed 
property taxes as the sole source of revenue to finance the 
programs and sixty seven percent expected to finance the 
program partly from property, a considerably greater pro­
portion than this would ultioately rely on revenue from 
property taxes to retire the bonds included under "borrow­
ings'' . 
Utah towns and especially the larger cities are in the 
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most serious financial plight of all the government unite. 
Only those communities with raiiniclpal power plants 
were not in distress. Because of these municipal power 
plants some of the projects can be financed from other 
sources than property taxes. 
Many of the towns are levying their legal maxima, arid 
while two thirds of the towns are thereby able to finance 
their regular budgets only one-sixth of them can finance 
the projected buili-ding program from current levies. 
Steps are already being contemplated by the legis­
lative leaders to afford the municipa^ -itles relief from 
demands upon property taxes by allocating some of the 
profits from the state's liquor monopoly and additional 
revenue from motor vehicle registrations to the cities. 
A special committee was recently appointed to make a 
thoroiagh-going study of fiscal problems of Salt Lake City. 
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CHAPTER V COORDINATION OF THE ASSESSMENT 
AND LEVIES STUDIES 
A. Responsibility For Assessing And Taxing 
When the state -was first created, the state con­
stitution charged the legislature with the responsibility 
of providing for uniform and equal rate of assessment 
and taxation of all property in the state". 
The legislature provided that all taxable property 
must be assessed at its full cash value. 
In 1930 by constitutional amendment the State Tax 
Commission was created. This body was charged by the 
legislature with the responsibility for direct assessment 
of public utilities, mines,pipe lines, canals,and irriga­
tion works,and all transportation properties lying In more 
than one county. All other property not specifically 
falling" in categories over which the Tax Oommlsslon had 
direct responsibility must be assessed by the coiinty 
assessors under the supervision of the State Tax Ocmmlsslon. 
6. Assessment Practices 
Although the law provided for assessment of tangible 
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property at Its full oash value, It never has been so 
aasessed because of the praotloal and political difficulties 
involved. An attempt was made in 1916 to approximate true 
va].ue but it was never suooesRfully done. 
Metalliferous mines were assessed at 3 times net pro« 
ceeds until 1937 when the rate of assessment was changed to 
2 times net proceeds and a tax of 1 per cent of gross proceeds 
was substituted for the other,, one time gross proceeds as a 
device for increasing the general revenue of the state. 
A combination of several methods is employed in 
evalxiating railroads and utilities. 
All other types of mines and all other property in the 
state i(> assessed by the cuivalorum method. This method is 
also used to assess the improvements of metalliferous mines. 
This amount plus 5 dollars per acre of their surface property 
is added to 2 times net proceeds to constitute the full 
assessment of metalliferous mines. 
During the three decades of the state's history the 
method assessing buildings and improvements on land 
lacked uaiformity. As a result wide differences prevailed 
in the assessment practices in the various counties. In 
1932 the newly-formed Tax Oommission undertook a reappraisal 
of all buildings in the state at 1932 reproduction cost. It 
took ten years to complete this work. For assessment pur­
poses fifty percent of this appraised value was taken as it 
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was felt that other property was being assessed at approxi­
mately this proportion of true market value. 
Having embarked upon a program of assessment of improve­
ments in terms of 1932 costs it became necessary in order to 
maintain uniformity to continue this basis of evalxiation 
throughout the ten-year period, despite the fact that the 
market price of land and improvements had advanced materially. 
This same basis of evaluation still tjrevails. 
By 19^ 6 property values in Utah were greatly inflated. 
Because of this condition and the feeling that wide dis­
parities existed between the assessment rates in different 
counties and between different kinds of property within the 
state, a comprehensive study was made by the State Tax Oommie-
sion of assessments throughout the State, 
Since the assessment practices and the policies followed 
by the various levying bodies were often at cross purposes, 
the activities of one nullifying those of the others, this 
companion study of levies was undertaken, 
C. Result Of Assessment Study 
The study of the Tax Oommission included all property 
transfers throughout the state which occurred during 19^ 5 
except in Salt Lake Oity and Ogden where it was felt the 
transfers occurring in the last three months provided a 
satisfactory san^ jle. 
Transfer data on 476^- transactions totaling ^I2,593f936 
were secured. This property was assessed at ^5»07S,3^9 ox 
27.31 percent of sale price. 
Ratios for the various counties ranged from 20.3^ per 
cent of market price in Washington Gounty to 35-55 percent 
in Juab County. 
In those areas where the rcitios varied most widely from 
the average, a reassessment is being made. This reassess­
ment has advanced far enough to reveal the major causes of 
the differences and steps are being taken to bring the 
ratios into agreement. 
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An oil boom in one area was an important factor con­
tributing to low ratio of assessment to market value. A 
tourist boom and the omission from the assessment rolls of 
major r&modelings of and additions to buildings accounted 
for low rates in another area. Failure to make adjustments 
on the aesessaent records for the conversion of suburban 
property from farm land to urban residence property was 
responsible in others for low assessment ratios. A large 
proportion of the transfers in the county showing the 
highest ratio consisted of the sale of unoccupied dwellings 
from a mining community at bargain prices. This was largely 
responsible for the high ratio. 
The state legislature in January of 19^7 passed legis­
lation providing for assessment at ^0 percent of market 
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price. This will constitute an increase in the aeeeseed value 
of the state when fully effected of approximately 33 percent 
and should be accompanied by a oorrespondinf^ reduction in the 
levies if drastic increases in property taxee are to be 
avoided. 
D. New School Financing Plan 
The 19^7 legislature, pursuant to xecommflndatlonf? of the 
Tax Study Oommittee, passed legislation ?i*hich in effect threw 
the whole state into a single school district for financing 
purposes, leaving the local administration aa it was "before. 
After a minimxia levy, sufficient to provide a .tilniBium 
budget of ^3300 per class room unit in the wealthiect dis­
trict is made by all the districts, a levy is m^e by the 
state sufficient to provide a like budget for all of the 
rest of the school districts, provided that not inoE than 75 
percent of the state's share of the budget can come from 
property and provided further that the state*? share cannot 
exceed 75 percent of the $3300 budget. However any school 
district may make an additional levy sufficient to afford a 
program 25 percent above the minimum program. 
This change purposes to equalize the educational op­
portunities and the financial responsibility of the various 
areas throughout the state. This change coupled with in­
creased demands for education and other services dependent 
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upon property taxes for support threatens to materially in­
crease the load borne by the property of the state and will 
probably ]{)reolude the possibility of maklner a considerable 
portion of the reduction in levies suggested above as an 
offset to the increase of assessments from 30 percent of 
market value to 4o percent* 
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OHAPTiK VI THE IMPACT OF THE DEPRESSlOlT OF THE 1930'8 
UPON THE FIM2ffOES OF UTAH 
A. Oenexal Statement 
Harold M. Groves characterized the greater overlapping 
and complexity of types of taxation growing out of the two 
World Wars and the Great Depression as follows: 
"The manner in which the traditional relation 
between state and Federal tax systems has been 
disturbed during the last two decades is familiar 
to all .... Dual administration of the same 
type of taxes and a considerable transfer of funds 
from the federal treasury to the states, instead 
of separation of sources, with practically no 
transfers, has come to be the characteristic 
feature of the relation of the tax systems of the 
states and the nation." 
These periods of stress definitely established the 
superiority of the federal government and emphasized the 
limitations of the local units in ability to raise revenue. 
B. Drastic Reduction In The State's Revenue 
In the last analysis, all types of revenue must come out 
of income. 
The total income of tJtah decreased from $27? million in 
1929 to |l4i»- million in 1933. It was 19^0 before Utah's in­
come returned to its 1929 level. However, by 19'^3 it had. 
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reached the unprecedented level of $635 million. 
0. Effect Of Depression Upon The Then Existing 
Types Of Taxation 
1. The general -property tax 
From 1930 to 193^ Utah's assessed valuation dropped 
from a high of #72^ million to t512 million. Only 70 per 
cent of this decline had heen recovered by 19^1^6. 
In 1930 an average tax levy of 89.5 mills yielded #21.5 
million whereas in 193^ a levy of 3^*2 mills yielded only 
#17.5 aillion and by 1939 a levy increased to 35 isills 
yielded only ^IS million. 
Local governmental units suffered most from loss of 
property tax revenue and property owners had their levies 
increased when incomes in general had been halved and many 
entrepreneurs showed a net loss. This meant that in many 
cases property taxes were either paid out of capital or 
were defaulted. 
The percentage of property taxes charged which were 
collected in t'he year levied declined from 92.7 percent in 
1927 to 76.S percent in 1933. 
By 193^ over all delinquency picture in Utah 
showed percent of assessed valuation still in default. 
In the case of grazing land 1^ percent was in default; for 
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fruit land It was 10.2 percent; for improved farm land, 
11.3 percent and for unimproved farm land, l6.4 percent. 
On an aoreage basis 13*9 percent of the assessed acre­
age of the state vcas delinquent at the end of 193^ * 
The top year of delinquency ^ as 1935 when there was 
$10 million of property tax delinquency. In 193^  there 
was 7.2 million of delinquent property taxes. This repre­
sented nearly one half of a total year's charges. This 
amount had heen reduced to million by 193^ 5* 
2. The cigarette and oleomargarine tax 
While cigarette and oleomargarine taxes dropped from 
|197 thousand in 1930 to $130 thousand in 1933 they eiaeedily 
recovered and reached $371 thousand by 1937* 
3. Gasoline taxes 
Gasoline taxes showed only a slight decline from $2.2 
million in 1930 to $2.0 million in 1933 and steadily in­
creased thereafter yielding $3*2 million in 1937« 
Motor vehicle registration 
While receipts from this source quickly dropped from 
$920 thousand in 1930 to $572 thousand in 1933 tticy speedily 
recovered, reaching $1.2 million in 193^ . 
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5« Inheritance taxes 
Inheritance taxes increased from ^09 thousand to #180 
thousand. 
6. Licenses and fees 
Licensee and fees showed a high degree of stahility 
during the depression. 
7* Interest. Rentals and Land Fund. 
Receipts from these items steadily declined from #500 
thousand in 1930 to 0100 thousand in 1939. 
g. Miscellaneoug 
The miscellaneous items include such categories ae 
state road rentals, interest on redemption fund investments, 
interest on daily balances, income from mineral royalties 
etc., income from these sources is highly erratic declining 
from I671 thousand in 1930 to $575 thousand in 1933» in­
creasing to $1 million in 193^ then declining to 0390 
thousand in 1939. 
D. Great Expansion In Types Of Taxes 
Because of shrinking revenues from the above sources 
during the depression, it became necessary to find other 
255 
souxoes of revenue. The legislature turned to following 
sources which yielded ^3 percent of the total revenue of the 
state government by 19^6: the corporation franchise tax, 
sales and use taxes, individual income tax, beer tax, insur­
ance premium tax, liquor profits, mine occupation tax, unem­
ployment compensation tax, county property tax for relief 
and school lunches. 
"E. Relation To Federal Government 
Most of these new taxes represent areas already oc­
cupied by the federal government. About the only areas 
where overlapping does not occur-are the property tax 
which is reserved to the State and local units and the 
tariff which is the exclusive province of the federal 
government. 
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0HAPTI5R vri OOJTOLUSIOirg AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
A. General Statement 
Adequacy of yield has become the paramount consideration 
on the state and local level of teucation relegating equita-
bility to a secondary position. 
The elusive character of tax incidence is partly re­
sponsible for the neglect of equitability in taxation but 
perhaps the major factor responsible for it is the feeling 
that it is necessary to get all the revenue possible from all 
sources regardless of their impact, 
B. Oonclusions 
1. Economic resources of Utah are very unevenly dis­
tributed among the various sections of the state resulting 
in a very unequal distribution of opportunities and financial 
responsibilities of the residents of these areas, 
2. Trends in Utah indicate an ever-increasing tendency 
for the community on both the state and local levels to ex­
pand its services. 
3. Utah oocupies a median position with the other 
states of the Union in per capita income. 
Because of limited resources smd a relatively high 
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tlrth rate In Utah the relative number of inoome producing 
Individuals to thoee of school age le small. 
5« Because of the limited water resouroee only 3 
percent of the etate'e area Is cultivated and any major 
economic Improvement in the future must come from the 
development of our mineral and industrial reeouroes, 
6, Assessed value of property in Dtah increased only 
17 percent during the last 32 years. 
7. Property taxes increased l66 percent during the 
last 3? years. ProT>erty taxes have increased 10 times 
as fast as assessed valmtion. 
g. Total expenditures by all government units in 
Dtah have doul^ led during the last 20 year9• 
9. Expenditures by the state government tripled during 
the same period. 
10. Property taxes represented 92.7 percent of the 
total revenue to all government units in 19l6 and only 
about one-third in 19^ 6. 
11. Property taxes represented 52 percent of the 
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revenues o f  the State governmeat of Utah In 1916 and only 1^-
percent in 19^ 5. 
12. Property taxes are still and probably will continue 
to be the major source of revenue for the local governmental 
units in Utah. 
13. The Utah State Tax Oonuaission was created in 1930. 
From the time of its creation it has been oomposed in the 
main of men of superior character and ability. They have 
continued to improve the system of assessments eind collec­
tion from the time of their appointment. There has been 
considerable continuity in tenure so that advantage has been 
taken of their past experience. A survey in 19^ 6 showed 
that assessed value was approximately 27*5 percent of market 
value for Improved real estate. There was a spread of about 
15 percent between the lowest county ratio and the highest. 
To some extent this disparity was more apparent than real. 
However steps have been taken where real differences existed 
to the end that uniformity is now approximated at JO percent 
of market value. 
The Tax Commission has direct responsibility for 
assessing mines, utilities and transportation facilities 
which extend acroes county lines. They have supervisory 
responsibility for the work of the county assessors for the 
assessment of all other property. A fine spirit of team 
work and cooperation obtains throughout the state and 
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regiil«r Improvement Is being effected. 
There was a quite prevalent feeling that land was \inder 
assessed compared with other types of property and this is 
still probably true. However steps are belnp; taken to 
correct this defect, 
1^. Utah has had experience with several tyises of 
limitations. From the time the constitution was first 
adopted there have been constitutional mill llmitationa upon 
the power of the state government, and mill levies have been 
progressively reduced for state purposes. 
Then there have been statutory limitations on the mill 
levies by all of the local units. 
The third type is the llmltsitionf? on the amount of 
debt of the v^.rious government units. 
This latter haa been quite effective in keeping indebted­
ness within reasonable bounds ^ hich has resulted in low 
interest rates on bonded debt. 
The limits on mill levies have not been so satisfactory. 
The constantly increasing pressure for funds to meet con­
stantly increasing cost of operation has led to frequent 
liberalization of legal maxima. Since the statutory limita­
tions did not apply to debt service, there has been a resort 
to borrowing for current operations which resulted in in­
creased inlll levies for subsequent years, 
15. The weighted average overall mill levy has more 
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than doubled slnoe 1916, increasing from I6.6 mills to ^ 4 
mills. 
Levies by the state decreased from mills in 19l6 
to 2.9 mills in 19^ 5. 
The weighted average levy for ooimty purposes in­
creased from 3*25 mills to 7»93 mills and for local school 
districts from 5*2 mills to 11.53 mills. 
The median levy on property outside towns increased 
from 1^ ,5 mills to S5.15 mills and on city property from 
20.H mills to 3l<-.65 mills. 
Thus levies by local unite have approximately doubled 
while that by the state has been drastically reduced. The 
state levy will be greatly increased by the recent amendment 
of the state constitution and the action of the last legis­
lature which provided a plan to finance the elementary and 
high schools largely on the state level. This increase in 
state levy may be offset somewhat by reductions in local 
school district levies in some districts. The net result 
will be an upping of the total levy on property in the 
richer districts and a lowering of total levy in the poorer 
districts. 
16. The picture for the future of property tax levies 
in Utah is not a bright one. The great building program 
which must be carried out in the not too dlistant future 
plus the rapidly rising cost of government incident to the 
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high prloe levol and amltiplylng government service Is bound 
to eventixate In a material Increase In property taxes. 
0. Heooamendatlons 
In the formulation of recommendation for a program of 
property assessment and taxation I shall be guided by three 
basic principles; viz., first, adequacy of yield, second, the 
attainment of maximum efficiency and equity and third, the 
minimising encroachment upon the operation of democracy and 
local autonomy. It is a truism that regardless of the desira­
bility of any course of action from purely theoretical con­
siderations - unless it has the support of public opinion it 
has little chance of success. On the other hand the more 
nearly a course of action squares with principles of fair­
ness, equity and efficiency the greater its chances for long-
run popular support. It may require a considerable period of 
education and demonstiatlon for its realization, however. 
A program for Utah should include the following: 
1. Utah needs a broader tax base. To that end, no tax 
measure should be adopted which will militate against the 
development of our industrial potential. This does not mean 
that industry need be given preferential treatment. Only in 
marginal and very rare cases are taxes the prinary con­
sideration in the location of new Industries. However, it 
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does mean that no taxes -which axe discximinatory against 
Industry should be imposed. Industries, in the main, are 
both willing and able to bear their full share of govern­
mental costs. 
2. In view of the unequal distribution of the state's 
resources and the growing complexity and interdependence of 
our economic order, increasing eiaphaeis should be given to 
centralized tax administration with due allowance for the 
functioning of democratic principles; 
(a) This principle is now operative in the assessment 
field. The State Tax Commission assesses ^ 0 percent of the 
property directly and exercises effective supervision over 
the remaining 6o percent. Annual meetings are held with 
the locally elected county assessors at which uniform pro­
cedures and standardized values are decided upon. And 
periodically specialists from the central office go out and 
work in trouble areas on special problems. 
The State law now provides for an assessment at ko per 
cent of reasonable true value. It is the intention that 
this be 4o percent of a long run normal value to avoid fre­
quent major fluctuations to correspond with the swings of 
the business cycle. Forty percent of the 19iiO market value 
will approximate the 30 percent of current market price. 
The recommendation here Is that adjustments continue to 
be made to bring the various counties in closer agreement 
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and to make sure that the various types of property "be 
evaluated oa a oomparahle basis. 
At least every five years a state-wide reezamination 
should be made of assessment values and modification made 
where the need is indicated. An alternative plan would be 
to set up machinery for a continuing study of market value 
changes having transfer values reported each year as they 
occur. 
(b) The State Tax Oommieeion now collects all taxes 
other than property taxes. Part of the caotor vehicle 
registration fund and state liquor profits are distributed 
to local government units. The motor vehicle registration 
money is used for county and city highways and the liquor 
profits are used to help municipalities. The recommendation 
is that this practice be expanded. 
The State individual and corporate income tax might be 
Increased as the rates are just nominal now and considerable 
assistance to local municipalities be afforded by distribut­
ing a sizeable proportion of this revenue to cities and 
towns. This recommendation is made in keeping with the 
cuxrent trend toward grants-in-aid from central governments 
to local units. The arrangement which probably should be 
made is to have the Federal Gtovernment collect all Income 
taxes and return an agreed proportion to the state. This 
would make for greater simplicity and economy in administra-
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tlon. There 1« oonelderably more resentment on the part of 
taxpayers to a state Inoome tax than one Imposed by the 
Federal Government. This would avoid the multiple taxation 
which now is all too aonmon. 
(o) The last legislature made a considerable start In 
the direction of centralized collection of property taxes 
when it adopted the new school financing program. By this 
provision three-fourths of the minimum school program may 
be raised by the state and three-fourths of the state's 
share, or nlne-sixteenthe of the minimum program may be 
raised from centrally levied property tax. This puts the 
state into one large district up to three-fourths of the 
minimum amount. The other one-fourth and an additional 
amount ecfual to 30 percent of the minimum program may be 
raised by local levy. This permits those dlBtriots, which 
are willing and able to finance it, to Increase their pro­
gram within specified limits. It is recommended that we 
move in the direction of greater state and Federal participa­
tion in school financing. 
3. The experience in Utah and elsewhere with mill levy 
restrictions has not been very satiefaotory. Restrictions 
of this kind have resulted in an undue curtailment of desir­
able services, an increase in debt in order to carry on a 
very limited progrsjB or outright disregard of the law. 
Mill levy restrictions were studio'isly avoided in the 
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recent amendments to the state constitution whloh provided 
for aohool financing, Suoh re.itriotions as were provided 
were in terms of proportion of program to he financed from 
property taxes. 
The recommendation is against rigid limitations either 
in the constitution or the statutes. Checks on property tax 
load can better be accomplished througch: 
(1) Control of budget T)reparation and adminlstratioa. 
(?) Controlling the authorisation of nev debt, both funded 
and unfunded, (3) Bala,ncing the various sources of revenue 
within a system in the interest of social justice and 
economic stability. (4) Intelligent guidance of the growth 
of government activities In the interest of gencial welfare. 
(5) Development of an advisory service by the state to 
local governments on fiscal matters. 
Debt ll'nitation has worked out more satisfactorily 
and probably should be continued, altho such limitations 
presume the sure riority of present judgment and suspect the 
Judgment of the future. 
5» In the interest of justice and flexibility in 
property tax administration Utah might follow the example 
of Minnesota by classifying property by applying differential 
assessment ratios to various categories of property largely 
on the basis of producer and consumer goods. 
Dr. Simeon S. Leland, Professor of Public Finance at 
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the Unlveroity of Chicago wrote on this point; 
The principal service of classification has not 
been as a fiscal measure to fill public treasuries 
but to provide greater justice and flexibility in 
the operation of the property tax .... It has 
given legislatures greater freedom in the taxation 
of property and has demonstrated that by and large 
these assemblies can be trusted in adopting tax 
measure and not to abuse seriously the privileges 
conferred upon. them. To be sure no one will a.pprove 
of all the classification measures which have been 
adopted, but the history of classification does 
demonstrate that legislatures will act with reason­
able wisdom when given broad constitutional powers 
relative to taxation. If property is to be taxed 
the legislature should be given the right to classify 
property. ^  
6. The whole question of property tax exemptions in 
Utah needs to be studied. Professor Whitney Hanks working 
with the recent Tax Study Oommittee made a preliminary sur­
vey of this phase of our property tax problem and came to 
the above conclusions. The last Utah legislature passed 
legislation exempting the property of veterans to a maximum 
of 13000 assessed valuation which is roughly equivalent to 
a home valued at #7500. At the same time an exemption of 
veterans income from the application of the state income tax 
law was voted. 
While this action is taken to give material evidence of 
a community's sense of obligation for the veterans* invaluable 
services, it merits many of the objections which are levied 
against the exemption of homesteads; viz., (1) It is a 
S^imeon E. Leland in Property Taxation Symposium pp 115, 
Tax Policy League Inc., New Y§rk, 19^ 0. 
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dangerous political instruaeat. (2) Results in higher taxes 
on remaining pronerty or the tapping of other sources. (^ ) 
It is a fora of special privilege which leads to the exten­
sion of the exemption malady to ever-widening areas. (^ ) 
There are more acceptable vraye of evidencing our appreciation 
to the able-bodied and self reliant veteran. He would prefer 
a chance to become an independent self-sustaining citizen and 
would prefer to leave such concessions to the handicapped and 
disabled. 
The exemption of houeehold goods should be effected and 
the exemption of intangibles from the property tax should be 
continued. 
7. The property does now and probably should continue 
t3 be the major source of revenue for the support of the 
primary and secondary schools of the state. It is the most 
stable and better than any other may be modified to meet 
local conditions. However, to an increasing degree the levy 
should be niade by the state and allocated to local districts 
in the interest of equity both in providing educational op-
portixnities and in distribution of financial responsibility. 
This financial centralization should not deprive local dis­
tricts of their administrative prerogatives, 
B, While it will probably be necessary for ntunici-
palities to lean very heavily upon property taxes for their 
support, an increasing proportion of their revenue should be 
s6e{ 
derlred fTom other sowoes. This is the area where fiscal 
proMems are the most acute. The property tax has preyed 
entirely Inadequate for their expanding needs. 
Alternative to broadening the property tax base by 
elialnation of exemptions and annexing suburban areas are: 
1. Broadening the tax base by promoting Industrial develop­
ment. 2. Direct collection for services such as sewage and 
garbage disposal. This may be done by addition to water 
assessment and gets revenue from owners of tax exempt 
property. 3. Acquire and operate utilities. If. Resort to 
grsuxts^in-aid and shared taxes which results in some loss of 
independence and a circuitous routing of revenues. Often, 
due to municipalities* under-representatlon, they recoup less 
than their share of revenue extracted from them. A plan 
adopted by Philadelphia and other cities is the in^ositlon 
of a net inoome tax with the state or Federal Gk}vemment 
determining euxd collecting it. It is estimated that on an 
average a levy of 1 percent on employees earnings and 
business incomes^ both corporate and other, collected at the 
source, wouid yield as much as a 3 to 5 mill property tax 
levy. 
9, The counties will probably continue to rely very 
largely upon the property tax. However all funds for welfare 
and roads should come from other sources, the former from the 
sales tax and the latter from taxes associated with the op­
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eration of automobiles and the use of xoads. 
10. The state should continue its determination to leave 
the property tax entirely to local governmental unite, serv­
ing only as an agency to levy and allocate the tax. During 
times of depression the central government has access to 
borrowing to an extent denied the local units. Hence central 
government may rely, with greater consistency, upon less 
stable sources of revenue than can the local units. 
